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2  is  located  on  the  north  side  of  Sutter  Street  midblock  between  Larkin  and  Hyde 
iter  neighborhood.  The  project  site  is  currently  occupied  by  a  20-space  surface 
'ould  involve  construction  of  a  35-unit  residential  building  with  1,240  square  feet 
d  floor.   The  proposed  building  would  be  11  stories  and  111  feet  high.  The 
de  39  off-street  parking  spaces,  nine  at  the  ground  floor  and  30  in  a  sub-grade 
iccessed  from  Sutter  Street.   The  project  site  is  located  in  the  Lower  Nob  Hill 
The  proposed  project  would  require  Conditional  Use  authorization  to  permit 
construction  of  a  residential  building  that  exceeds  40  feet  in  height  in  an  R  district  pursuant  to  Planning  Code  Section 
253,  and  for  parking  exceeding  accessory  amounts  per  Section  204.  In  addition,  the  project  also  requires  a  Variance 
from  the  Zoning  Administrator  from  Section  134  rear  yard  requirements,  Section  135  usable  open  space 
requirements,  and  Section  140  dwelling  unit  exposure  requirements. 

If  you  would  like  a  copy  of  the  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  or  have  questions  concerning 
environmental  review  of  the  proposed  project,  contact  the  Planning  Department  staff  contact  listed  above. 

Within  20  calendar  days  following  publication  of  the  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  (i.e.,  by  close  of 
business  on  May  26,  2009)  any  person  may: 

1)    Review  the  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  as  an  informational  item  and  take  no  action. 

p  ke  recommendations  for  amending  the  text  of  the  document.  The  text  of  the  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative 

p^p  ilarahon  may  be  amended  to  clarify  or  correct  statements  and/or  expanded  to  include  additional  relevant 
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To  Whom  It  May  Concern:  SAN  FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

This  notice  is  to  inform  you  of  the  availability  of  the  environmental  review  document  concerning  the  proposed 
project  as  described  below.  The  document  is  a  Preliminary  Mihgated  Negative  Declaration,  containing  information 
about  the  possible  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  project.  The  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration 
documents  the  determination  of  the  Planning  Department  that  the  proposed  project  could  not  have  a  significant 
adverse  effect  on  the  environment.  Preparation  of  a  Mihgated  Negative  Declaration  does  not  indicate  a  decision  by 
the  City  to  carry  out  or  not  to  carry  out  the  proposed  project. 

Project  Description:  The  project  site  is  located  on  the  north  side  of  Sutter  Street  midblock  between  Larkin  and  Hyde 
Streets  in  the  Downtown/Civic  Center  neighborhood.  The  project  site  is  currently  occupied  by  a  20-space  surface 
parking  lot.  The  proposed  project  would  involve  construction  of  a  35-unit  residenhal  building  with  1,240  square  feet 
of  commercial  space  on  the  ground  floor.  The  proposed  building  would  be  11  stories  and  111  feet  high.  The 
proposed  project  would  also  provide  39  off-street  parking  spaces,  nine  at  the  ground  floor  and  30  in  a  sub-grade 
parking  garage,  which  would  be  accessed  from  Sutter  Street.  The  project  site  is  located  in  the  Lower  Nob  Hill 
Apartment/Hotel  Historic  District.  The  proposed  project  would  require  Conditional  Use  authorization  to  permit 
construction  of  a  residential  building  that  exceeds  40  feet  in  height  in  an  R  district  pursuant  to  Planning  Code  Section 
253,  and  for  parking  exceeding  accessory  amounts  per  Section  204.  In  addition,  the  project  also  requires  a  Variance 
from  the  Zoning  Administrator  from  Section  134  rear  yard  requirements.  Section  135  usable  open  space 
requirements,  and  Section  140  dwelling  unit  exposure  requirements. 

If  you  would  like  a  copy  of  the  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  or  have  questions  concerning 
environmental  review  of  the  proposed  project,  contact  the  Planning  Department  staff  contact  listed  above. 

Within  20  calendar  days  following  publication  of  the  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  (i.e.,  by  close  of 
business  on  May  26,  2009)  any  person  may: 

1)  Review  the  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  as  an  informational  item  and  take  no  action. 

2)  Make  recommendations  for  amending  the  text  of  the  document.  The  text  of  the  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative 
Declaration  may  be  amended  to  clarify  or  correct  statements  and/or  expanded  to  include  additional  relevant 


NOA  of  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration 
May  6,  2009 


Case  No.  2006.0431E 
1080  Sutter  Street 


issues  or  cover  issues  in  greater  depth.  One  may  recommend  amending  the  text  without  the  appeal  described 
below.  -OR- 

3)  Appeal  the  determination  of  no  significant  effect  on  the  environment  to  the  Planning  Commission  in  a  letter 
which  specifies  the  grounds  for  such  appeal,  accompanied  by  a  check  for  $500  payable  to  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  Department.'  An  appeal  requires  the  Planning  Commission  to  determine  whether  or  not  an 
Environmental  Impact  Report  must  be  prepared  based  upon  whether  or  not  the  proposed  project  could  cause  a 
substantial  adverse  change  in  the  environment.  Send  the  appeal  letter  to  the  Planning  Department,  Attention: 
Bill  Wycko,  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  CA  94103.  The  letter  must  be  accompanied  by  a  check 
in  the  amount  of  $500.00  payable  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  and  must  be  received  by  5:00 
p.m.  on  May  26,  2009.  The  appeal  letter  and  check  may  also  be  presented  in  person  at  the  Planning  Information 
Counter  on  the  first  floor  at  1660  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco. 

In  the  absence  of  an  appeal,  the  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  shall  be  made  final,  subject  to  necessary 
modifications,  after  20  days  from  the  date  of  publication  of  the  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration. 


I       Upon  review  by  the  Planning  Department,  the  appeal  fee  may  be  reimbursed  for  neighborhood  organizations  that  have  been 
in  existence  for  a  minimum  of  24  months. 
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PROJECT  DESCRiPTION: 

The  project  site  is  located  on  the  north  side  of  Sutter  Street  midblock  betvv^een  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets  in 
the  Downtown/Civic  Center  neighborhood.  The  project  site  is  currently  occupied  by  a  20-space  surface 
parking  lot.  The  proposed  project  would  involve  construction  of  a  35-unit  residential  building  with  1,240 
square  feet  of  commercial  space  on  the  ground  floor.  The  proposed  building  would  be  11  stories  and  111 
feet  high.  The  proposed  project  would  also  provide  39  off-street  parking  spaces,  nine  at  the  ground  floor 
and  30  in  a  sub-grade  parking  garage,  which  would  be  accessed  from  Sutter  Street.  The  project  site  is 
located  in  the  Lower  Nob  Hill  Apartment/Hotel  Historic  District. 

FINDING: 

This  project  could  not  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment.  This  finding  is  based  upon  the  criteria 
of  the  Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections  15064  (Determining  Significant  Effect), 
15065  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance),  and  15070  (Decision  to  prepare  a  Negative  Declaration),  and 
the  following  reasons  as  documented  in  the  Initial  Evaluation  (Initial  Study)  for  the  project,  which  is 
attached. 


A  mitigation  measure  is  included  in  this  project  to  avoid  potentially  significant  effects.  See  page  29. 
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INiTlAL  STUDY 
2006.0431  E  -  1 080  Sutter  Street 

A.       PROJECT  DESCRlPTiOM 

Project  Location  and  Site  Characteristics 

The  project  site  (Assessor's  Block  0279,  Lot  Oil)  is  a  7,000  square  foot  lot  located  on  the  north  side  of 
Sutter  Street  between  Larkin  Street  and  Hyde  Street,  in  San  Francisco's  Downtown/Civic  Center 
neighborhood  (see  Figure  1,  Site  Location).  The  rectangular  property's  Sutter  Street  frontage  is  80  feet 
wide  and  the  lot  is  87.5  feet  deep.  The  project  site  is  located  at  the  southwestern  edge  of  Nob  Hill;  in 
this  location,  Sutter  Street  slopes  upward  laterally  to  the  east  at  a  slope  of  approximately  14:1 
(honzontahvertical).  The  subject  property  is  currently  undeveloped  and  occupied  by  a  20-space 
surface  parking  lot.  The  site  is  within  the  Lower  Nob  Llill  Apartment/Hotel  Historic  District,  an  RC-4 
(Lhgh-Density  Residential-Commercial  Combined)  zoning  district  and  a  130-E  (]30  foot  height  limit, 
bulk  limitations  above  65  feet)  Height  and  Bulk  District. 

The  site  is  currently  occupied  by  a  20-space  commercial  parking  lot  that  provides  valet  daily  and 
monthly  parking.  There  are  no  buildings  on  the  site  except  for  a  small  kiosk  for  parking  attendants 
located  near  the  southern  property  line. 

Proposed  Project 

The  proposed  project  involves  construcdon  of  an  11-story,  111-foot  high  residential  building  with 
commercial  space  on  the  ground  floor  and  a  below-grade  parking  garage  (see  Figures  2-10).  The 
proposed  new  building  would  contain  1,240  square  feet  of  commercial  space  at  the  ground  floor,  35 
residential  units  on  the  second  through  11th  floors,  and  39  parking  spaces  in  a  below-grade  garage 
with  some  parking  at  the  ground  floor,  accessed  from  a  driveway  entrance  on  Sutter  Street.  The 
proposed  building  would  cover  the  entire  site  at  grade  level,  with  privately  accessible  open  space 
provided  at  the  northeast  rear  corner  of  the  building's  second  floor  as  described  below.  The  proposed 
building  would  include  approximately  42,775  gross  square  feet  (gsf)  of  residential  space,  1,240  gsf  of 
commercial  space,  and  7,620  gsf  devoted  to  parking,  for  a  total  of  approximately  60,815  gsf  including 
circulation. 
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llie  proposed  35  residential  units  would  include  six  onc-bedroom  units,  seven  two-bedroom  units  and 
22  three-bedroom  units.  The  private  rear  yards  and  deck  at  ihe  first  residential  level  (the  building's 
second  level)  would  total  approximately  (S95  square  feet  in  size.  At  the  ninth  and  10th  floors  the 
building  would  be  gradually  stepped  back  to  a  setback  of  approximately  15  feet  from  the  front  and  five 
feet  from  side  property  lines.  At  the  11"^  floor  the  front  facade  would  be  set  back  24  feet  from  the  front 
property  line  and  five  feet  from  the  sides. 

llie  project  sponsor  would  provide  one  parking  space  per  dwelling  unit  for  a  total  of  35  off-street 
parking  spaces.  Two  additional  parking  spaces  would  be  provided  for  commercial  use,  and  two  spaces 
would  be  provided  for  car  share,  for  a  total  of  39  off-street  parking  spaces.  The  basement  level  would 
provide  parking  for  30  vehicles  in  15  spaces  through  the  use  of  car  lifts.  The  basement  level  would 
require  an  average  excavation  depth  of  15  feet  and  a  total  volume  of  4,370  cubic  yards  of  soil.  The 
ground  floor  would  provide  parking  for  nine  vehicles,  five  of  which  would  be  for  residential  use,  two 
for  commercial  use,  and  two  for  car  sharing.  As  stated  above,  off-street  parking  would  be  accessed 
from  Sutter  Street. 

Project  construction  is  estimated  to  take  20  months  to  complete.  The  project's  estimated  cost  is 
$10,000,000. 
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B.       PROJECT  SETTING 

The  project  site  is  located  in  San  Francisco's  Downtown/Civic  Center  neighborhood,  one  block  south  of 
the  Nob  Hill  neighborhood.  The  site  is  in  an  RC-4  (Residential-Commercial  Combined,  High  Density) 
zoning  district  and  the  height  and  bulk  district  on  the  site  is  130-E.  The  RC-4  zoning  district  extends 
east  to  approximately  Taylor  Street  and  south  to  the  Civic  Center  vicinity.  ITie  Polk  Street 
Neighborhood  Commercial  District  (Polk-NCD)  abuts  the  project  site  on  the  west  side  and  generally 
extends  west  to  between  Polk  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue,  south  to  Post  Street,  and  north  to  Filbert 
Street. 

The  project  site  is  located  on  the  north  side  of  Sutter  Street,  adjacent  to  the  corner  lot  at  the  northeast 
corner  of  Sutter  Street  and  Larkin  Street.  The  site  is  currently  used  as  a  20-space  surface  parking  lot 
and  is  the  only  undeveloped  property  on  the  block.  The  other  properties  on  the  block  along  the  north 
side  of  Sutter  Street  are  residential  buildings  ranging  in  height  from  two  to  six  stories,  with  one  ten- 
story  building  located  at  the  corner  of  Sutter  Street  and  Hyde  Street.  These  buildings  are  all  of  similar 
age  and  style,  constructed  either  between  1907-1910  or  1920-1924,  and  generally  have  tripartite  design 
with  detailed  cornices  and  two  horizontal  bands  separating  the  facade  elements. 

Across  Sutter  Street  to  the  south  of  the  project  site,  the  eastern  half  of  the  block  has  residential 
buildings  of  similar  age  and  style  to  the  north  side  of  the  street,  ranging  in  height  from  two  to  six 
stories.  The  western  half  of  the  block  contains  a  three-story  nonprofit  residential  service  facility 
(Raphael  House),  a  nine-story,  brick-fagade  hotel  (Hotel  Carlton),  and  a  two-story  commercial  building 
at  the  southeast  corner  of  Sutter  Street  and  Larkin  Street. 

Residential  buildings  similar  to  those  surrounding  the  project  site  are  also  located  along  Larkin  and 
Hyde  Streets  north  and  south  of  Sutter  Street,  some  with  ground-floor  comm.ercial  uses  and  many  with 
medical  or  other  service  offices  on  the  ground  floor.  One  of  these  residential  buildings,  a  four-story 
building  on  the  east  side  of  Larkin  and  north  of  Sutter  (1130  Larkin  Street),  is  on  a  lot  that  extends 
lengthwise  into  the  block.  The  building  partially  abuts  the  subject  property.  The  building's  rear  yard 
provides  an  open  space  to  the  northeast  of  the  project  site.  Automobile  repair  uses  are  also 
predominant  in  the  area,  particularly  along  Larkin,  with  some  to  the  north  of  the  project  site  on  Bush 
Street. 
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On  the  south  side  of  Bush  Street  are  primarily  residential  apartment  buildings  ranging  from  two  to  10 
stories  in  height,  with  an  additional  one-story  over  garage  commercial  building  and  three-story  auto 
body  shop.  West  of  Larkin  Street,  the  character  of  the  area  becomes  more  commercial,  and  most 
buildings  have  commercial  establishments  on  the  ground  floor,  similar  in  character  to  Polk  Street. 
Institutional  uses  include  the  On  Lok  Senior  Health  facility  and  the  St.  Francis  Memorial  Hospital,  both 
located  on  Bush  Street. 

Sergearit  John  Macauley  Park,  at  the  northwest  corner  of  O'Farrell  and  Larkin  Streets  and  three  blocks 
south  the  of  the  project  site,  is  the  nearest  public  open  space  in  the  project  vicinity.  Additional  nearby 
public  open  space  includes  the  Tenderloin  Children's  Recreation  Center,  four  blocks  southeast  of  the 
project  site;  Boeddeker  Park,  five  blocks  southeast  of  the  project  site;  and  Union  Square,  six  blocks 
southeast  of  the  project  site.  Civic  Center  and  Powell  Street  BART  and  MUNI  Metro  Underground 
stations,  both  major  regional  transit  centers  serving  the  Bay  Area,  are  about  10  blocks  southeast  of  the 
project  site.  There  are  five  MUNI  bus  lines  serving  the  project  area,  and  one  MUNI  stop  on  the  project 
block.  Golden  Gate  Transit  and  SamTrans  bus  lines  run  11  blocks  south  on  Mission  Street. 

C.       COMPATIBILITY  WITH  EXISTING  ZONING  AND  PLANS 

Applicable  Not  Applicable 

Discuss  any  variances,  .special  authorizations,  or  ctianges  proposed  □  |E1 

to  ttie  Plannign  code  or  Zoning  Map,  if  applicable. 

Discuss  any  conflicts  with  any  adopted  plans  and  goals  of  the  City  □  ^ 

or  Region,  if  applicable. 

Discuss  any  approvals  and/or  peimits  from  City  departments  other  □  ^ 

than  the  Planning  Department  or  the  Department  of  Building 
Inspection,  or  from  Regional,  State,  or  Federal  Agencies. 


Planning  Code  and  Approvals  Required 

The  San  Francisco  Plannins^  Code,  which  incorporates  by  reference  the  City's  Zoning  Maps,  governs 
permitted  uses,  densities,  and  the  configuration  of  buildings  within  San  Francisco.  Permits  to  construct 
new  tuildings  (or  to  alter  or  demolish  existing  ones)  may  not  be  issued  unless  either  the  proposed 
project  conforms  to  the  Planning  Code,  or  an  exception  is  granted  pursuant  to  provisions  of  the  Planning 
Code. 

The  proposed  project  includes  a  residential  development  with  ground  floor  commercial  space,  both  of 
which  are  permitted  uses  in  the  RC-4  zoning  district.  The  RC-4  district  permits  residential 
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development  with  a  maximum  density  of  one  unit  per  200  square  feet,  or  35  units  on  the  7,000  sf 
project  site.  The  proposed  project  wouki  provide  35  dwelling  units  and  thus  would  not  exceed  the 
allowable  density  limit. 

The  site  is  in  a  130-E  height  and  bulk  district,  which  would  permit  construction  to  a  height  of  130  feet, 
provided  that  proposals  above  65  feet  have  a  maximum  building  length  of  110  feet  and  a  maximum 
diagonal  length  of  140  feet.  The  proposed  project  would  comply  with  these  height  and  bulk 
requirements.  The  proposed  project  would  be  111  feet  in  height,  with  a  proposed  18-foot  elevator 
penthouse  extending  above  the  roofline  which  would  be  exempt  from  the  height  limit  pursuant  to 
Planning  Code  Sections  260(b)(1)  and  (2).  Conditional  Use  approval  per  Section  253  would  be  required 
for  the  proposed  project,  as  it  would  exceed  40  feet  in  height  in  an  R  zoning  district.  The  proposed  new 
structure  would  be  in  conformance  with  the  height  and  bulk  district. 

Under  Section  151  of  the  Planning  Code,  the  parking  requirement  in  the  RC-4  zoning  district  is  one 
space  for  every  four  residential  units  and  no  spaces  for  retail  of  less  than  5,000  square  feet.  Up  to  150% 
of  the  required  residential  parking  may  be  provided  as  an  accessory  use.  Nine  parking  spaces  would 
be  required  for  the  proposed  project,  and  up  to  13  spaces  may  be  provided.  Thirty-nine  parking  spaces 
are  proposed  as  part  of  the  project,  26  of  which  will  be  requested  through  Conditional  Use 
Authorization  for  parking  exceeding  accessory  amounts  per  Section  157  of  the  Planning  Code. 

The  proposed  project  would  provide  2,615  square  feet  of  private  open  space  in  private  decks  serving 
six  of  the  proposed  units,  and  an  additional  1,400  square  feet  of  common  open  space  on  a  roof  deck 
serving  the  remaining  29  units,  which  would  meet  the  required  square  footage  stated  in  Section  135  of 
the  Planning  Code  that  36  square  feet  of  private  usable  open  space  or  48  square  feet  of  common  usable 
open  space  be  provided  for  each  unit  in  the  RC-4  district.  However,  the  dimensions  of  the  1,400  sf  roof 
deck  do  not  meet  those  specified  in  Section  135(g)(1),  as  the  roof  deck  provided  is  not  at  least  15  feet  in 
every  horizontal  dimension.  The  project  sponsor  can  seek  to  modify  the  plans  to  show  additional 
complying  square  footage  of  usable  common  open  space  or  seek  a  Variance  from  Section  135  of  the 
Code. 

A  25  percent  rear  yard,  in  this  case  1,750  sf,  is  required  at  the  lowest  level  of  residential  occupancy  per 
Section  134  of  the  Planning  Code.  A  Variance  would  be  requested  for  encroachment  of  the  building  into 
the  required  rear  yard  area.  A  Variance  would  also  be  necessary  for  dwelling  unit  exposure,  as  nine  of 
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the  35  units  do  not  face  onto  a  street,  complying  rear  yard,  or  courtyard  as  specified  in  Section  140  of 
the  Code. 

Section  315  of  the  Planning  Code  sets  forth  the  requirements  and  procedures  for  the  Residential 
Inclusionary  Affordable  Housing  Program.  Under  Section  315.4(a)(2),  On-Site  Housing  Requirement 
and  Benefits,  these  requirements  would  apply  to  projects  that  consist  of  ten  or  m^ore  units  or  require  a 
Conditional  Use.^  The  proposed  project  is  therefore  subject  to  the  inclusionary  housing  requirement. 
The  proposed  project  would  comply  with  all  other  relevant  Planning  Code  rec[uirements. 

San  Francisco  General  Plan  and  Priority  Planning  Policies 

The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  provides  general  policies  and  objectives  to  guide  land  use  decisions. 
Any  conflict  between  the  proposed  project  and  policies  that  relate  to  physical  environmental  issues  are 
discussed  in  Section  E,  Evaluation  of  Environmental  Effects.  The  compatibility  of  the  proposed  project 
with  General  Plan  policies  that  do  not  relate  to  physical  environmental  issues  will  be  considered  by 
decisioii-makers  as  part  of  their  decision  whether  to  approve  or  disapprove  the  proposed  project.  Any 
potential  conflicts  identified  as  part  of  the  process  would  not  alter  the  physical  environmental  effects  of 
the  proposed  project. 

In  November  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  M,  the  Accountable  Planning 
Initiative,  which  added  Section  101.1  to  the  Planning  Code  to  establish  eight  Priority  Policies.  These 
policies,  and  the  sections  of  this  Environmental  Evaluation  addressing  the  environmental  issues 
associated  with  the  policies,  are:  (1)  preservation  and  enhancement  of  neighborhood-serving  retail 
uses;  (2)  protection  of  neighborhood  character  (Question  Ic,  Land  Use);  (3)  preservation  and 
enhancement  of  affordable  housing  (Question  3b,  Population  and  Housing,  with  regard  to  housing 
supply  and  displacement  issues);  (4)  discouragement  of  commuter  automobiles  (Questions  5a,  b,  f,  and 


On  August  1,  2006,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  several  amendments  to  Planning  Code  Section  315, 
including  increasing  the  percentage  of  required  inclusionary  housing  units  to  15  percent  on-site  or  20  percent 
off-site,  and  lowering  the  threshold  that  triggers  implementation  of  Section  315  from  10  new  dwelling  units  to  5 
new  dwelling  units.  However,  pursuant  to  Planning  Code  Section  315.3(b)(2),  the  new  requirements  are  not 
applicable  to  projects  for  which  an  environmental  evaluation  application  was  filed  prior  to  July  18,  2006,  and 
which  do  not  require  zoning  map  amendments  or  Planning  Code  text  amendments  that  would  result  in  a  net 
increase  in  the  number  of  permissible  residential  units.  The  proposed  project  filed  an  environmental  evaluation 
application  on  March  23,  2006,  and  would  not  require  zoning  map  or  Planning  Code  text  amendments. 
Therefore,  Ihi;  inclusionary  housing  requirements  will  be  calculated  under  the  requirements  in  place  prior  to 
August  1,  2006. 
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g.  Transportation  and  Circulation);  (5)  protection  of  industrial  and  service  land  uses  from  coinniercial 
office  development  and  enhancement  of  resident  employment  and  business  ownership  (Que!",tion  Ic, 
Land  Use);  (6)  maximization  of  earthquake  preparedness  (Questions  13a-d,  Geology  and  Soils);  (7) 
landmark  and  historic  building  preservation  (Question  4a,  Cultural  Resources);  and  (8)  protection  of 
open  space  (Questions  8a  and  b.  Wind  and  Shadow,  and  Questions  9a  and  c,  Recreation  and  Public 
Space).  Prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any  project  which  requires  an  Initial  Study  under  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  and  prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any  demolition,  conversion,  or 
change  of  use,  and  prior  to  taking  any  action  which  requires  a  finding  of  consistency  with  the  General 
Plan,  the  City  is  required  to  find  that  the  proposed  project  or  legislation  is  consistent  with  the  Priority 
Policies.  As  noted  above,  the  consistency  of  the  proposed  project  with  the  environmental  topics 
associated  with  the  Priority  Policies  is  discussed  in  the  Evaluation  of  Environmental  Effects,  providing 
information  for  use  in  the  case  report  for  the  proposed  project.  The  case  report  and  approval  motions 
for  the  project  will  contain  the  Department's  comprehensive  project  analysis  and  findings  regarding 
consistency  of  the  proposed  project  with  the  Priority  Policies. 

Summary  of  Neighborhood  Concerns 

A  "Notification  of  Project  Receiving  Environmental  Review"  was  mailed  on  November  6,  2006,  to  the 
owners  of  properties  within  300  feet  of  the  project  site  and  to  interested  neighborhood  groups.  The 
Plarming  Department  received  letters  and  telephone  calls  in  response  to  the  notice.  Responses 
expressed  concerns  about  the  potential  of  the  proposed  project  to  block  sunlight  or  television  reception 
for  existing  properties  around  the  project  site,  the  amount  of  parking  proposed,  and  the  potential 
impacts  of  construction  noise.  These  issues  are  addressed  in  the  discussion  in  Section  E,  Evaluation  of 
Environmental  Effects. 


D.       SUMMARY  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

The  proposed  project  could  potentially  affect  the  environmental  factor(s)  checked  below.  The  topic 
areas  that  are  checked  are  those  for  which  potentially  significant  environmental  impacts  are  identified 
in  Section  E,  Evaluation  of  Environmental  Effects. 

Land  Use  ^  Air  Quality  Q  Geology  and  Soils 

I    I  Aesthetics  O  Wind  and  Shadow  O  Hydrology  and  Water  Quality 
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I   ]  Population  and  Housing 

1^  Cultural  Resources 

I    ]  Transportation  and  Circulation 

Q  Noise 


f  I  Recreation 

I  I  Utilities  and  Service  Systems 

I  ]  Public  Services 

[  I  Biological  Resources 


I    I  Hazards/Hazardous  Materials 

Q  Mineral/Energy  Resources 

I    I  Agricultural  Resources 

I    I  Mandatory  Findings  of  Signif. 


Section  E  contains  a  detailed  discussion  of  all  environmental  topic  areas. 


EVALUATION  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 


Topics: 


1.     l^AND  USE  AND  LAND  USE  PLANNING— 
Would  the  project: 

a)  Ptiysically  divide  an  established  community? 

b)  Conflict  with  any  applicable  land  use  plan,  policy, 
or  regulation  of  an  agency  with  jurisdiction  over 
the  project  (including,  but  not  limited  to  the 
General  Plan,  specific  plan,  local  coastal 
program,  or  zoning  ordinance)  adopted  for  the 
purpose  of  avoiding  or  mitigating  an 
environmental  effect? 

c)  Have  a  substantial  impact  upon  the  existing 
character  of  the  vicinity? 


Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 


□ 
□ 


□ 


Less  Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 


□ 
□ 


□ 


Less  Than 
Significant 
Impact 


□ 


No 
Impact 


□ 


□ 


Not 

Applicable 


□ 
□ 


□ 


a.  Established  Community.  The  subject  property  is  a  20-space  commercial  parking  lot  in  San 
Francisco's  Lower  Nob  Hill  neighborhood  which  is  characterized  by  its  mixture  of  residential  and 
commercial  uses.  The  Project  Sponsor  proposes  to  construct  an  11-story,  111-foot  high  residential 
building  with  ground-floor  retail  and  a  partially  sub-grade  parking  garage.  Land  use  impacts  are 
considered  significant  if  they  disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of  an  established  community, 
or  if  they  have  a  substantial  impacts  on  the  existing  character  of  the  vicinity.  Wliile  the  proposed 
project  would  create  a  new  use  on  the  subject  property  where  no  building  currently  exists,  the  project 
would  not  cause  a  significant  land  use  impact.  Tlie  proposed  project  is  located  vv^ithin  a  high-density 
resfdcntial  area  with  ground-floor  commercial  uses.  Those  surrounding  uses  would  be  expected  to 
continue  in  operation  and  to  relate  to  each  tether  as  they  do  presently,  without  disruption  from  the 
proposed  project.  The  proposed  mixed-use  residential  building  would  be  incorporated  within  the 
established  street  network,  and  it  would  not  disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of  existing 
uses  on  or  atijacenl  to  the  project  site  or  impede  the  passage  of  persons  or  vehicles. 
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The  subject  property  is  currently  undeveloped  and  used  for  automobile  parking.  This  change  in  land 
use  on  the  site  would  not  be  considered  a  significant  impact  because  the  site  is  v/ithin  the  RC-4  zoning 
district,  where  the  proposed  uses  are  permitted,  and  would  be  compatible  with  existing  uses  on 
adjacent  and  surrounding  properties. 

As  a  result  of  the  proposed  project  the  existing  undeveloped  lot  would  be  developed  with  a  multi-story 
building.  Both  sides  of  Sutter  Street  between  Larkin  Street  and  Hyde  Street  contain  a  mix  of  two-  to 
six-storv  buildings,  as  well  as  some  taller  buildings  of  up  to  10  stories  in  height.  The  proposed  project 
would  be  one  of  the  taller  structures  on  the  block.  Physical  environmental  effects  associated  with  the 
proposed  building  height  are  discussed  in  the  applicable  sections  of  this  document.  Overall,  the 
project  would  not  physically  divide  an  established  community  and  would  have  a  less-than-significant 
impact. 

b.  Consistency  with  Plans  and  Zoning.  The  proposed  project  would  not  obviously  conflict  with 
applicable  plans,  policies,  and  regulations  such  that  an  adverse  physical  change  would  result  (see 
Section  C.  Compatibility  with  Existing  Zoning  and  Plans,  p.  16). 

In  addition,  environmental  plans  and  policies  are  those,  like  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Flan,  that  directly 
address  environmental  issues  and/or  contain  targets  or  standards,  which  must  be  met  in  order  to 
preserve  or  improve  characteristics  of  the  City's  physical  environment.  The  current  proposed  project 
would  not  obviously  or  substantially  conflict  with  any  such  adopted  environmental  plan  or  policy. 
Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  have  no  impact  on  existing  plans  and  zoning. 

c.  Character.  The  project  site  is  located  at  a  point  of  transition  between  the  mixture  of  residential  and 
commercial  uses  that  characterizes  the  Polk  Street  area,  and  the  high-density  residential  neighborhoods 
on  Nob  Hill.  The  proposed  35-unit  building  would  not  result  in  a  significant  impact  on  the  character  of 
the  vicinity  for  a  variety  of  reasons.  Planning  Code  Section  206.3,  RC  (Residential  Commercial 
Combined)  Districts,  indicates  that  RC  districts  are  intended  to  provide  housing  opportunities  with 
opportunities  for  neighborhood-serving  commercial  uses  on  the  ground  floor  of  residential  buildings. 
The  RC-4  district  allows  for  the  highest  density  and  intensity  of  use  of  the  RC  districts,  with  reductions 
in  required  parking  reflecting  the  concentration  of  uses  in  the  district.  Although  the  project  site  is 
currently  undeveloped  and  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  change  in  use  character  of  the  site, 
the  project  as  proposed  would  not  result  in  a  significant  land  use  impact  because  it  is  a  principally 
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permitted  use  and  is  a  predominant  use  in  the  area.  'J  he  proposed  project  would  not  be  substantially 
or  demonstrably  incompatible  with  Ihe  existing  multi-tainily  residential  and  commercial  uses  in  the 
project  area. 

The  project,  with  residenlial  and  retail  uses,  would  be  consistent  with  the  character  of  the  area  in  terms 
of  its  proposed  use  and  physical  compjatibility  and  would  not  present  a  physical  barrier  to  movement 
throughout  the  community.  The  project  would  introduce  additional  residential  and  retail  uses  to  the 
neighborhood  that  would  provide  housing  and  employment  opportunities  for  residents.  The  project 
would  not  physically  divide  an  established  community,  but  would  be  expected  to  provide  a 
foundation  of  stability  iii  the  form  of  housing  that  could  serve  as  an  improvement  to  the  existing 
coinmunity.  Therefore,  land  use  impacts  on  the  existing  community  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Cumulative  Land  Use  Impacts.  The  proposed  1299  Bush  Street  project  on  the  north  side  of  the  project 
block  is  an  infill  development  with  proposed  demolition  of  an  existing  one-story  commercial  building 
and  construction  of  a  nine-story  mixed-use  building  composed  of  26  dwelling  units,  4,500  gsf  of 
ground  floor  retail  use,  and  28  off-street  parking  spaces.  Together,  these  two  projects  would  not 
cumulatively  divide  an  established  neighborhood  or  conflict  with  any  applicable  land  use  plans, 
policies,  or  regulations.  The  project's  mix  of  high  density  housing  atop  ground  floor  retail,  in 
combination  with  the  1299  Bush  Street  development,  vv^ould  not  disrupt  or  divide  the  existing 
community  or  adversely  affect  the  character  of  the  project  vicinity. 

For  the  reasons  discussed  above,  the  proposed  project's  impacts  related  to  land  use,  both  individually 
and  cumulatively,  are  considered  less  than  significant. 


Less  Than 
Significant 
Potentially  with  Less  Than 

Significant         Mitigation         Significant  No  Not 

Topics:   Impact         Incorporated         Impact  Impact  Applicable 

2.     AESTHETICS— Would  the  project: 

a)  Have  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  a  scenic  □  □  ^  □  □ 
vista? 

b)  Substantially  damage  scenic  resources,  O  □  [Zl  S  CD 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  trees,  rock 

outcroppings,  and  other  features  of  the  built  or 
natural  environment  which  contribute  to  a  scenic 
public  setting? 
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Less  Than 
Significant 

Potentially  with  Less  Than 

Significant         Mitigation         Significant  No  Not 

Topics:  Impact         Incorporated         Impact  Impact  Applicable 

c)  Substantially  degrade  the  existing  visual  □  □  ^  □  .  □ 
chiaracter  or  quality  of  ttie  site  and  its 

surroundings? 

d)  Create  a  new  source  of  substantial  light  or  glare  □  □  K  D  CH 
which  would  adversely  affect  day  or  nighttime 

views  in  the  area  or  which  would  substantially 
innpact  other  people  or  properties? 

a.  Effects  on  Scenic  Vista.  There  is  no  existing  public  scenic  view  or  vista  available  from  the  project 
site  or  its  vicinity;  therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  not  block  or  degrade  any  existing  public 
scenic  views  or  vistas.  The  proposed  project  would  change  the  appearance  of  the  site,  and  would 
potentially  increase  shade  to  buildings  directly  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  Since  the  project  site  is 
currently  vacant,  light  and  views  for  adjacent  residential  buildings  on  the  block  and  buildings  on  the 
south  side  of  Sutter  Street  could  be  affected  by  the  proposed  project.  Such  changes  for  some  nearby 
residents  would  be  an  unavoidable  consequence  of  the  proposed  project  and  could  be  undesirable  for 
those  individuals  affected  by  the  proposed  building.  While  this  loss  or  change  of  views  might  be  of 
concern  to  those  property  owners  or  tenants,  it  would  not  affect  a  substantial  number  of  people  and 
would  not  be  considered  significant  pursuant  to  CEQA. 

As  the  proposed  building  would  be  build  to  the  property  lines  at  the  northwest  portion  of  the  lot,  the 
adjacent  building  to  the  rear  (1130  Larkin  Street)  would  have  an  altered  view  (See  Figure  2,  p.  4). 
Private  ^vindows  that  now  face  a  parking  lot  and  Sutter  Street  would  view  a  residential  building. 
However,  there  are  no  windows  along  the  wall  of  1130  Larkin  Street  that  would  be  directly  blocked  by 
the  new  building.  The  existing  private  windows  at  1130  Larkin  Street  and  the  building  adjacent  to  the 
project  (1112  Larkin  Street)  would  retain  some  light  and  air  via  a  private  deck  and  lightwell  provided 
by  the  proposed  project  (See  Figures  2  and  5-9,  pp.  4  and  7-11). 

b.  Scenic  Resources.  The  project  site  would  not  be  considered  a  scenic  resource,  as  its  visual  attributes 
are  defined  by  a  surface  parking  lot  enclosed  by  a  cyclone  fence  along  the  property's  perimeter.  The 
Bush  Street  frontage  contains  one  street  tree,  but  it  does  not  contribute  to  a  scenic  public  setting. 

c.  Visual  Character.  The  proposed  size,  scale,  and  density  of  the  building  would  fit  within  the  existing 
height  limit  and  allowable  density  for  the  site.  The  proposed  project  would  not  have  a  substantial, 
demonstrable  negative  aesthetic  effect  within  its  urban  setting.  Tlie  design  of  the  proposed  building 
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would  be  modern,  but  not  uncommon  in  this  area  where  there  is  a  mix  of  architectural  styles  and  sites 
are  being  redeveloped  with  newer  structures.  The  proposed  project  would  not  adversely  affect  the 
existing  visual  character  of  the  neighborhood,  nor  would  it  have  a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative 
aesthetic  effect  within  its  urban  setting  because  of  the  large  diversity  of  styles  of  the  nearby  structures. 
The  proposed  project's  final  architectural  design  and  facade  work  would  undergo  evaluation  during 
the  Planning  Department's  design  review  process,  separate  from  the  environmental  review. 

d.  Substantial  light  aiid  glare.  The  proposed  building  would  not  generate  obtrusive  light  or  glare 
because  the  proposed  uses  would  not  generate  substantially  more  light  or  glare  than  the  existing  uses 
in  the  neighborhood.  Furthermore,  the  project  would  comply  with  Planning  Com.mission  Resolution 
9212,  which  prohibits  the  use  of  mirrored  or  reflective  glass.  In  view  of  the  above,  the  proposed  project 
would  not  result  in  a  significant  effect  with  regard  to  aesthetics. 

Cumulative  Aesthetic  Impacts.  The  project  would  intensify  land  uses  on  the  subject  property  and 
project  block,  by  replacing  an  existing  surface  parking  lot  with  residential  and  retail  uses.  This  change 
to  the  neighborhood  would  combine  with  another  ongoing  project  at  1299  Bush  Street.  The  cumulative 
effect  would  be  an  intensification  of  residential  development,  with  the  construction  of  building  facades 
at  the  respective  lot  lines,  and  replaceinent  of  vacant  or  low  density  land  uses  with  a  uniform  streetwall 
typically  found  in  the  area.  The  projects  would  change  the  pattern  on  the  block,  with  the  newer 
buildings  of  contemporary  design  more  visible  on  the  local  skyline  of  Sutter  Street,  Larkin  Street,  and 
Bush  Street.  For  the  reasons  discussed  above,  the  proposed  project's  impacts  related  to  aesthetics,  both 
individually  and  cumulatively,  would  be  less  than  significant. 
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Topics:   Impact         Incorporated         Impact  Impact  Applicable 

3.     POPULATION  AND  HOUSING— 
Would  the  project: 

a)  Induce  substantial  population  growth  in  an  area,  □  □  13  O  D 
either  directly  (for  example,  by  proposing  new 

homes  and  businesses)  or  indirectly  (for 
example,  through  extension  of  roads  or  other 
infrastructure)? 

b)  Displace  substantial  numbers  of  existing  housing  □  □  D  Kl  D 
units  or  create  demand  for  additional  housing, 

necessitating  the  construction  of  replacement 
housing? 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Topics:  '   Impact 

c)     Displace  substantial  numbers  of  people,  □  □  □  IS  □ 

necessitating  ttie  construction  of  replacement 
fiousing  elsewhere? 

Currently,  the  site  is  occupied  by  a  surface  parking  lot.  The  parking  lot  employs  one  person.  There  are 
no  residents  on  the  site.  The  proposed  development  of  35  dwelling  units  and  would  result  in  an  on-site 
population  increase  of  approximately  81  residents-  according  to  factors  developed  by  the  Association 
of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG).  The  retail  comporient  of  the  proposed  project  would  employ 
approximately  three  people  using  standard  calculations.-^  As  noted,  the  existing  parking  lot  employs 
one  person.  The  project  would  result  in  two  net  new  jobs. 

a.  Population  Growth.  In  general,  a  project  would  be  considered  growth  incluciiig  if  its 
implementation  would  result  in  substantial  population  increases  and/or  new  development  that  rnigfit 
not  occur  if  the  project  were  not  implemented.  The  2000  U.S.  Census  indicates  that  the  population  of 
the  project's  census  tract,  Census  Tract  120  (bounded  by  Bush  Street,  Post  Street,  Leavenworth  Street, 
and  Van  Ness  Avenue),  is  approximately  3,972  persons.  Due  to  new  residential  development  in  this 
area,  the  local  population  has  likely  increased  since  2000.  Based  on  year  2000  population  totals,  the 
proposed  project  would  increase  the  population  in  Census  Tract  120  by  approximately  two  percent.^ 
The  project  would  increase  the  overall  residential  population  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
by  less  than  0.1  percent.^ 

The  proposed  project  would  increase  net  employment  at  the  site  by  up  to  approximately  two  jobs. 
Tliat  employment  increase  would  be  small  and  would  not  generate  a  substantial  demand  for  additional 
housing  in  the  context  of  citywide  employment  growth.  In  addition,  this  demand  would  be  more  than 
accounted  for  by  the  housing  proposed  on  site. 

^  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  San  Francisco  City /County  Projections  2007-2014.  2.29  persons  per 
dwelling  unit  is  projected.  2.29  persons  per  unit  x  35  units  =  80.15=  81  residents. 

1987  Input-Output  Model  and  Economic  Multipliers  for  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Region.  Retail  trade  requires  450 

gross  square  feet  (gsf)  per  employee  (1,240/450  =  2.75  =  3  employees). 
^  Census  2000  population  in  Census  Tract  120  was  3,972  and  the  proposed  project  would  increase  population  by 

about  81  residents.  81  residents/3,972  residents  =  0.020  =  2.0  percent  =  approximately  a  two  percent  increase. 
^  The  calculation  is  based  on  the  estimated  Census  2000  population  of  776,733  persons  in  the  Cit}'  and  County  of 

San  Francisco  (and  population  generated  by  household  size  factor).  (81  residents/776,733  residents  =  0.00010  = 

.01  percent) 
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While  the  project  would  increase  population  and  ennployment  at  the  site,  compared  to  existing 
conditions,  project-specific  impacts  would  not  be  significant  relative  to  the  number  of  area-wide 
residents  and  employees  in  the  project  vicinity.  Overall,  the  increase  in  housing  and  employment 
would  be  less-than-significant  in  relation  to  the  expected  increases  in  the  population  and  employment 
of  San  Francisco.  The  project  would  not  directly  or  indirectly  result  in  a  significant  increase  in 
population.  Project-related  impacts  with  respect  to  population  growth  would  be  less  than  significant. 

b.  and  c.  Population  and  Housing  Displacement.  As  noted  above,  the  project  site  is  currently  used  as 
a  parking  lot  and  includes  no  residents.  Hence,  there  would  be  no  residents  displaced  as  a  result  of  the 
project.  The  project  would  displace  the  one  existing  employee  associated  with  the  on-site  parking  lot. 
The  proposed  ground-floor  retail  use  would  employ  about  three  employees  on  site.  This  would 
represent  a  net  increase  in  employment  of  about  two  employees  at  the  site.  While  this  would  be  a 
change  in  on-site  employment,  it  would  be  a  less-than-significant  impact  with  respect  to  displacement 
of  employees.  Overall,  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  less-than-significant  impacts  related  to 
displacement  of  people. 

Cumulative  Population  and  Housing  Impacts.  The  2000  U.S.  Census  indicates  that  the  population  of 
the  subject  property's  census  tract.  Census  Tract  120,  is  3,972  persons.  Based  on  2000  population  totals, 
the  proposed  project  would  increase  the  population  in  Census  Tract  120  by  approximately  two  percent. 

Cumulative  development  in  the  project  vicinity,  including  the  1299  Bush  Street  project,  would  add 
residents  to  the  project  vicinity.  The  1299  Bush  Street  development  is  projected  to  add  about  60 
residents  and  10  employees  to  the  area.  The  combined  population  increase  for  the  two  projects  would 
be  approximately  154  persons.  Population  growth  in  this  area  is  planned  by  the  City,  and  is  consistent 
with  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Government's  projections  for  citywide  growth.  The  cumulative 
increase  in  population  for  Census  Tract  120  would  be  about  four  percent.  As  such,  cumulative 
population  and  housing  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 

For  the  reasons  discussed  above,  the  proposed  project's  impacts  related  to  population  and  housing, 
both  individually  and  cumulatively,  are  considered  less  than  significant. 
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T opics: 


4.     CULTURAL  RESOURCES— 
Would  the  project: 

a)  Cause  a  substantial  adverse  change  in  the 
significance  of  a  historical  resource  as  defined  in 
§15064.5,  including  those  resources  listed  in 
Article  1 0  or  Article  1 1  of  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  Code? 

b)  Cause  a  substantial  adverse  change  in  the 
significance  of  an  archaeological  resource 
pursuant  to  §15064.5? 

c)  Directly  or  indirectly  destroy  a  unique 
paleontological  resource  or  site  or  unique 
geologic  feature? 

d)  Disturb  any  human  remains,  including  those 
interred  outside  of  formal  cemeteries? 
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a.  liistorical  Resources.  Tlie  project  site  is  currently  undeveloped  and  used  as  a  parking  let. 
However,  the  siie  is  ]ocai:ed  in  the  Lower  Nob  Hill  A  partment/Hotel  Historic  District  ("District").  This 
District  is  part  of  the  larger  San  Francisco  Apartment/Hotel  District,  roughly  bounded  by  Larkin,  Bush, 
Taylor,  and  Turk  Streets,  which  was  nominated  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  in 
1983.  The  California  Historical  Resource  Commission  nominated  the  northern  portion  of  the  district 
separately  in  1991,  and  it  was  subsequently  listed  on  the  National  Register  as  the  Lower  Nob  Hill 
Historic  District.  The  Lower  Nob  Hill  Historic  District  includes  the  area  on  the  south  slope  of  Nob  Hill, 
adjoining  the  Tenderloin  residential  area  to  the  south,  the  Nob  Hill  residential  area  to  the  north,  the 
Polk- Van  Ness  commercial  corridor  to  the  west,  and  a  concentration  of  financial,  retail,  and  club  uses 
to  the  east.  The  southern  portion  of  the  San  Francisco  Apartment/fiotel  District,  the  Uptown 
Tenderloin  Historic  District,  was  nominated  and  listed  on  the  National  Register  in  early  2009.  The  33 
block  area  roughly  bounded  by  Market,  McAllister,  Golden  Gate,  Larkin,  Geary,  Taylor,  and  Ellis 
Streets,  is  south  of  the  project  site. 

The  Lower  Nob  Hill  Apartment/Historic  Hotel  District  is  a  largely  intact,  visually  consistent,  high- 
density  residential  area  constructed  during  the  two  decades  following  the  earthquake  and  fire  of  1906. 
Because  virtually  the  entire  District  was  constructed  over  a  relatively  short  period  of  time  (20  years),  a 
limited  number  of  architects,  builders,  and  clients  produced  a  harmonious  group  of  structures  that 
share  a  single,  classically  oriented  visual  imagery  using  similar  materials  and  details.  The  District  is 
characterized  by  three-  to  seven-story  multi-unit  residential  apartment  and  hotel  buildings  constructed 
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of  brick  and  reinforced  concrete,  with  few  office  conversions.  Tlie  fairly  homogenous  Twentieth 
Century  structures  exiiibit  influences  of  Classical,  Mission,  Renaissance,  Colonial  Revival,  and  Beaux 
Arts  architecture. 

The  structures  on  the  immediate  block  of  the  project  site  reflect  a  mixture  of  the  styles  noted  above  and 
range  in  height  from  three  to  six  stories.    The  street  level  uses  are  primarily  residential  with  infrequent 
garage  entrances.  Commercitil  uses  occupy  intermittent  ground  level  uses.  Building  heights  are 
punctuated  by  heavily  molded  cornice  lines. 

The  project  site  is  a  vacant  lot  used  as  a  surface  parking  lot.  Based  on  the  Criteria  of  Significance  for 
the  California  l^egister,  the  site  is  not  eligible  for  inclusion  on  the  Register,  individually  or  as  a 
contributor  to  a  potential  historic  district.  However,  due  to  the  location  of  the  site  within  the  Lower 
Nob  Hill  flistoric  District,  which  retains  a  high  level  of  historic  integrity,  the  proposed  project  was 
analyzed  to  determine  if  the  design  would  have  an  adverse  effect  on  off-site  historical  resources. 
Although  contemporary  desigii  in  the  District  is  encouraged,  new  construction  should  maintain  its 
essential  character.  This  translates  into  proposed  designs  that  relate  to  the  prevailing  height,  mass, 
proportions,  rhythm,  materials,  and  composition  of  existing  Significant  and  Contributory  Buildings.^ 

At  a  height  of  about  111  feet,  with  setbacks  at  the  9'^  story  and  the  11"^  story,  the  proposed  building  is 
compatible  with  the  height  range  currently  found  in  the  immediate  vicinity.  The  prevailing  streetwall 
heights  are  established  by  the  Marble  Court  Apartments  (a  six-story  building  at  1112  Larkin  Street) 
immediately  adjacent  to  the  subject  property,  Granada  Hotel  (a  10-story  building  at  1000  Sutter  Street), 
and  Hotel  Carlton  (a  nine-story  building  directly  across  the  street  at  1075  Sutter  Street). 

The  rhytlim  proposed  for  the  fagade  is  compatible  with  the  character  of  the  district  and  the  proposed 
proportions  reflect  a  modern  approach  to  tripartite  composition  of  a  base,  shaft,  and  cornice  line.  The 
building  site  is  wider  than  the  majority  of  parcels  within  the  District  and  the  proposed  building  is 
wider  accordingly.  In  order  to  create  proportional  massing  among  the  buildings  of  the  block,  the 
proposed  building  is  further  divided  into  three  masses  built  to  the  property  line,  separated  by  angular, 
integrated  balconies.  This  treatment  is  consistent  with  larger  buildings  in  the  District  that  make  up 


Angela  I  teitter,  "Historic  Resource  Evaluation  Response,  1080  Sutter  Street,"  November  7,  2008.  This  document 
is  available  for  review,  by  appointment,  at  the  Planning  Department,  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  in  Case  File 
No.  2006.0431  E. 
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more  than  60  feet  of  street  frontage,  where  a  significantly  recessed  courtyard  or  similar  feature 
beginning  above  the  ground  level  divides  the  building  width. 

The  proposed  building  repeats  the  fenestration  rhythms  and  size  established  by  t);e  existing  Significant 
and  Contributory  buildings.  The  slight  textural  variation  of  materials  and  light  earth-tone  colors  of  the 
proposed  building  strongly  relates  to  the  adjacent  buildings.  Detailing  and  ornamentation  of  a  similar 
shape  and  placement  is  used  without  directly  copying  historical  elements,  yet  is  conten\porary.  The 
new  structure  incorporates  a  simple  cornice  line  and  prevailing  belt  courses  used  in  a  modern 
vernacular.  The  balconies  are  incorporated  into  the  street-facing  facade  to  eliminate  fhe  "attached" 
appearance  and  instead,  give  the  appearance  of  rectangular  smooth  planes  to  blend  with  the 
streetscapes  of  the  District.  As  the  proposed  design  is  in  keeping  with  the  surrounding  Lower  Nob  Ilill 
Apartment/Historic  Hotel  District,  there  would  be  less-than-significant  impacts  on  historical 
architectural  resources. 

b.  Archaeological  Resources.  Factors  considered  in  determining  the  potential  for  encountering 
archaeological  resources  include  the  location,  depth,  and  the  amount  of  soils  disturbance  proposed,  as 
well  as  any  existing  information  about  known  resources  in  the  area.  The  proposed  project  would  reach 
11  stories  in  height  and  would  include  a  13-foot-deep  basement  level  parking  garage.  The  average 
excavation  would  be  approximately  15  feet,  with  a  maximum  depth  of  approximately  23  feet.  The  total 
volume  of  soil  to  be  excavated  would  be  4,370  cubic  3^ards.  The  building  would  be  supported  by  a  two- 
foot-deep  mat  slab  foundation.  A  preliminary  archeological  assessment  of  the  proposed  project  by  the 
Planning  Department  archeology  team  determined  that  the  proposed  project  could,  in  the  absence  of 
appropriate  mitigation,  adversely  affect  archeological  deposits.^  Mitigation  to  reduce  impacts  to 
archeological  resources  is  therefore  required  and  is  described  below,  hnplementation  of  Mitigation 
Measure  M-CP-1  would  reduce  this  impact  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

Mitigation  Measure  M-CP-1:  Archaeological  Resources.  Based  on  the  reasonable  potential 
that  archeological  resources  may  be  present  within  the  project  site,  the  following  measures 
shall  be  undertaken  to  avoid  any  potentially  significant  adverse  effect  from  the  proposed 
project  on  buried  or  submerged  historical  resources.    The  project  sponsor  shall  retain  the 

Memorandum  from  Don  Lewis/Randall  Dean,  Planning  Department  Staff  Archaeologist,  to  Aidrea  Contreras, 
Environmental  Planner,  Archaeological  Review  for  WSO  Sutter  Street  Project,  February  20,  2009.  A  copy  of  this 
memo  is  on  file  with  the  Planning  Department  at  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400  and  is  available  for  public 
review  by  appointment  as  part  of  the  File  No.  2006.0431E. 
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services  of  a  qualified  archeological  consultant  having  expertise  in  California  prehistoric  and 
urban  historical  archeology.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  undertake  an  archeological 
monitoring  program.  All  plans  and  reports  prepared  by  the  corrsultant  as  specified  herein  shall 
be  submitted  first  and  directly  to  the  ERO  for  review  and  comment,  and  shall  be  considered 
draft  reports  subject  to  revision  until  final  approval  by  the  ERO.  Archeological  monitoring 
and/or  data  recovery  programs  required  by  this  measure  could  suspend  construction  of  the 
project  for  up  to  a  maximum  of  four  weeks.  At  the  direction  of  the  ERO,  the  suspension  of 
construction  can  be  extended  beyond  four  weeks  only  if  such  a  suspension  is  the  only  feasible 
means  to  reduce  to  a  less  than  significant  level  potential  effects  on  a  significant  archeological 
resource  as  defined  in  CEQA  Guidelines  Sect.  15064.5  (a)(c). 

Archeological  monitoring  program  (AMP).  The  archeological  monitoring  program  shall 
minicnally  include  th-e  following  provisions; 

•  Tiie  archeological  consultant,  project  sponsor,  and  ERO  shall  meet  and  consult  on  the 
scope  of  the  AMP  reasonably  prior  to  any  project-related  soils  disturbing  activities 
commencing.  The  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  project  archeologist  shall  determine 
what  project  activities  shall  be  archeologically  monitored.  In  most  cases,  any  soils 
disturbing  activities,  such  as  demolition,  foundation  removal,  excavation,  grading, 
utilities  installation,  foundation  work,  driving  of  piles  (foundation,  shoring,  etc.),  site 
remediation,  etc.,  shall  require  archeological  monitoring  because  of  the  potential  risk 
these  activities  pose  to  archaeological  resources  and  to  their  depositional  context; 

•  Tlie  archeological  consultant  shall  advise  all  project  contractors  to  be  on  the  alert  for 
evidence  of  the  presence  of  the  expected  resource(s),  of  how  to  identify  the  evidence  of 
the  expected  resource(s),  and  of  the  appropriate  protocol  in  the  event  of  apparent 
discovery  of  an  archeological  resource; 

If  the  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archeological  consultant  determines  that  a  significant 
archeological  resource  is  present  and  that  the  resource  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the 
proposed  project,  at  the  discretion  of  the  project  sponsor  either: 

A)  The  proposed  project  shall  be  re-designed  so  as  to  avoid  any  adverse  effect  on  the 
significant  archeological  resource;  or 


Case  No.  2006.0431  E 


30 


1080  Sutter  Street 


B)  An  archeological  data  recovery  program  shall  be  implemented,  unless  the  ERO 
determines  that  the  archeological  resource  is  of  greater  interpretive  than  research 
significance  and  that  interpretive  use  of  the  resource  is  feasible. 

If  an  archeological  data  recovery  program  is  required  by  the  ERO,  the  archeological  data 
recovery  program  shall  be  conducted  in  accord  w^ith  an  archeological  data  recovery  plan 
(ADRP).  The  project  archeological  consultant,  project  sponsor,  and  ERO  shall  meet  and 
consult  on  the  scope  of  the  ADRP.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  prepare  a  draft  ADRP 
that  shall  be  submitted  to  the  ERO  for  review  and  approval.  The  ADRP  shall  identify  how  the 
proposed  data  recovery  program  will  preserve  the  significant  information  the  archeological 
resource  is  expected  to  contain.  That  is,  the  ADRP  will  identify  what  scientific/historical 
research  questions  are  applicable  to  the  expected  resource,  what  data  classes  the  resource  is 
expected  to  possess,  and  how  the  expected  data  classes  would  address  the  applicable  research 
questions.  Data  recovery,  in  general,  should  be  limited  to  the  portions  of  the  historical 
property  that  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  project.  Destructive  data  recovery 
methods  shall  not  be  applied  to  portions  of  the  archeological  resources  if  nondestructive 
methods  are  practical. 

The  scope  of  the  ADRP  shall  include  the  following  elements: 

•  Field  Methods  and  Procedures.  Descriptions  of  proposed  field  strategies,  procedures,  and 
operations. 

•  Cataloguing  and  Laboratory  Analysis.  Description  of  selected  cataloguing  system  and  artifact 
analysis  procedures. 

•  Discard  and  Deaccession  Policy.  Description  of  and  rationale  for  field  and  post-field  discard 
and  deaccession  policies. 

•  Interpretive  Program.  Consideration  of  an  on-site/off-site  public  interpretive  program 
during  the  course  of  the  archeological  data  recovery  program. 

•  Security  Measures.  Recommended  security  measures  to  protect  the  archeological  resource 
from  vandalism,  looting,  and  non-intentionally  damaging  activities. 

•  Final  Report.  Description  of  proposed  report  format  and  distribution  of  results. 
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•  Curalion.  Description  of  the  procedures  and  recommendations  for  the  curation  of  any 
recovered  data  having  potential  research  value,  identification  of  appropriate  curation 
facilities,  and  a  summary  of  the  accession  policies  of  the  curation  facilities. 

Human  Remains,  Associated  or  Unussociated  Funerary  Objects.  The  treatment  of  human  remains 
and  of  associated  or  unassociatcd  funerary  objects  discovered  during  any  soils  disturbing 
activity  shall  comply  with  applicable  State  and  Federal  Laws,  including  immediate  notification 
of  the  Coroner  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  in  the  event  of  the  Coroner's 
determination  that  the  human  remains  are  Native  American  remains,  notification  of  the 
CaHfornia  State  Native  American  Heritage  Commission  (NAHC)  who  shall  appoint  a  Most 
Likely  Descendant  (MLD)  (Pub.  Res.  Code  Sec.  5097.98).  The  archeoiogical  consultant,  project 
sponsor,  and  MLD  shall  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  develop  an  agreement  for  the  treatment 
of,  with  appropriate  dignity,  human  remains  and  associated  or  unassociated  funerary  objects 
(CEQA  Guidelines.  Sec.  15064.5(d)).  The  agreement  should  take  into  consideration  the 
appropriate  excavation,  removal,  recordation,  analysis,  curation,  possession,  and  final 
disposition  of  the  human  remains  and  associated  or  unassociated  funerary  objects. 

Final  Archeoiogical  Resources  Report.  Tlie  archeoiogical  consultant  shall  submit  a  Draft  Final 
Archeoiogical  Resources  Report  (FARR)  to  the  ERO  that  evaluates  the  historical  significance  of 
any  discovered  archeoiogical  resource  and  describes  the  archeoiogical  and  historical  research 
methods  employed  in  the  archeoiogical  testing/monitoring/data  recovery  program(s) 
undertaken.  Information  that  may  put  at  risk  any  archeoiogical  resource  shall  be  provided  in  a 
separate  removable  insert  within  the  draft  final  report. 

Copies  of  the  Draft  FARR  shall  be  sent  to  the  ERO  for  review  and  approval.  Once  approved  by 
the  ERO  copies  of  the  FARR  shall  be  distributed  as  follows:  California  Archaeological  Site 
Survey  Northwest  Information  Center  (NWIC)  shall  receive  one  (1)  copy  and  the  ERO  shall 
receive  a  copy  of  the  transmittal  of  the  FARR  to  the  NWIC.  The  Major  Environmental  Analysis 
division  of  the  Planning  Department  shall  receive  three  copies  of  the  FARR  along  with  copies 
of  any  formal  site  recordation  forms  (CA  DPR  523  series)  and/or  documentation  for 
nomination  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places/California  Register  of  Historical 
Resources.  In  instances  of  high  public  interest  or  interpretive  value,  the  ERO  may  require  a 
different  final  report  content,  format,  and  distribution  than  that  presented  above. 
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c.  and  d.  Paieontological,  Geological  Resources  and  Human  Remains.  Paleontology  is  a 
multidisciplinary  science  that  combines  elements  of  geology,  biology,  chemistry,  and  physics  in  an 
effort  to  understand  the  history  of  life  on  earth.  Paieontological  resources,  or  fossils,  are  the  remains, 
imprints,  or  traces  of  once-living  organisms  preserved  in  rocks  and  sediments.  Paieontological 
resources  include  vertebrate,  invertebrate,  and  plant  fossils  or  the  trace  or  imprint  of  such  fossils.  ITie 
fossil  record  is  the  only  evidence  that  life  on  earth  has  existed  for  more  than  3.6  billion  years.  Fossils  are 
considered  non-renewable  resources  because  the  organisms  from  which  they  derive  no  longer  exist. 
Tlius,  once  destroyed,  a  fossil  can  never  be  replaced.  Paieontological  resources  are  lithologically 
dependent;  that  is,  deposition  and  preservation  of  paieontological  resources  are  related  to  the  lithologic 
unit  in  which  they  occur.  If  the  rock  types  representing  a  deposition  environment  conducive  to 
deposition  and  preservation  of  fossils  are  not  favorable,  fossils  will  not  be  present.  Lithological  units 
which  may  be  fossiliferous,  include  sedimentary  and  volcanic  formations.  The  project  site  is  generally 
underlain  by  beach  and  dune  sand  (Quaternary).  Sand  dune  deposits  are  not  expected  to  be 
fossiliferous  since  they  are  not  lithological  formations.  Therefore  the  proposed  project  would  not  have 
impacts  on  paieontological  resources  or  geological  resources. 

Although  no  known  human  remains  have  been  recorded  at  the  project  site.  Mitigation  Measure  M-CP- 
1,  discussed  above,  would  reduce  any  potentially  sigiiificant  disturbance,  damage,  or  loss  of  human 
remains  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

Cumulative  Cultural  Resources  Impacts.  The  proposed  project  could  have  cumulative  effects  with 
other  projects,  such  as  1299  Bush  Street,  to  the  historic  resources  in  the  proposed  District.  As  with  the 
proposed  project,  the  project  on  the  north  side  of  the  project  block  has  incorporated  a  design  that  does 
not  have  adverse  effects  on  the  integrity  of  the  Lower  Nob  Hill  Historic  District  and  would  not  have  a 
cumulative  adverse  impact  on  architectural  resources. 

As  stated  above,  the  project  would  involve  ground  excavation,  which  may  impact  subsurface  cultural 
resources.  However,  implementation  of  Mitigation  Measure  M-CP-1,  p.  29  would  reduce  impacts  to  a 
less-than-significant  level.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  not  contribute  to  potentially 
significant  cumulative  effects  related  to  archeological  resources. 
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Topics: 


5.     TRANSPORTATION  AND  CIRCULATION— 
Would  the  project: 

a)  Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which  is  substantial  in 
relation  to  the  existing  traffic  load  and  capacity  of 
the  street  system  (i.e.,  result  in  a  substantial 
increase  in  either  the  number  of  vel  licie  trips,  the 
volume-to-capacity  ratio  on  roads,  or  congestion  at 
intersections)? 

b)  Exceed,  either  individually  or  cumulatively,  a 
level  of  service  standard  established  by  the 
county  congestion  management  agency  for 
designated  roads  or  highways  (unless  it  is 
practical  to  achieve  the  standard  through 
increased  use  of  alternative  transportation 
modes)? 

c)  Result  in  a  change  in  air  traffic  patterns, 
including  either  an  increase  in  traffic  levels, 
obstructions  to  flight,  or  a  change  in  location,  that 
results  in  substantial  safety  risks? 

d)  Substantially  increase  hazards  due  to  a  design 
feature  (e.g.,  sharp  curves  or  dangerous 
intersections)  or  incompatible  uses? 

e)  Result  in  inadequate  emergency  access? 

f)  Result  in  inadequate  parking  capacity  that  could 
not  be  accommodated  by  alternative  solutions? 

g)  Conflict  with  adopted  policies,  plans,  or  programs 
supporting  alternative  transportation  (e.g., 
conflict  with  policies  promoting  bus  turnouts, 
bicycle  racks,  etc.),  or  cause  a  substantial 
increase  in  transit  demand  which  cannot  be 
accommodated  by  existing  or  proposed  transit 
capacity  or  alternative  travel  modes? 
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The  project  site  is  not  located  within  an  airport  land  use  plan  area,  within  two  miles  of  a  public  airport 
or  in  the  vicinity  of  a  private  airstrip.  Therefore,  significance  criterion  5c  would  not  apply  to  the 
proposed  project. 

Project  Area.  The  project  site  is  located  on  the  north  side  of  Sutter  Street,  on  the  block  bounded  by 
Larkin  Street  to  the  west,  Bush  Street  to  the  north,  and  Hyde  Street  to  the  east.  Sutter  Street  is  an  east- 
west  roadway,  one-way  westbound  from  Market  Street  to  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  two-way  from  Van 
Ness  Avenue  to  its  western  terminus  at  Presidio  Avenue.  The  portion  of  Sutter  Street  fronting  on  the 
project  site  is  69  feet  in  width,  with  on-street  one-hour  parking  on  both  sides  of  the  street,  two 
westbound  travel  lanes,  and  a  bus  lane.  Between  4:00  and  6:00  p.m.  there  is  a  tow-away  zone  in  the 
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parking  lane  on  the  north  side  of  the  street,  providing  an  additional  travel  lane  during  the  peak 
evenini^;  hours. 

In  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  Sutter  Street  is  designated  as  a  Secondary  Transit  Street  in  the  General 
Plan  and  is  also  included  in  the  Congestion  Management  Program  network  as  a  Transit  Conflict  Street.^ 
Sutter  Street  is  also  designated  as  a  cityvvide  bicycle  route  (Route  16)  and  a  neighborhood  commercial 
street  in  the  General  Plan.  ^  Bush  Street  and  Pine  Streets,  which  run  parallel  to  Sutter  Street  one  and  two 
blocks  north  of  the  project  site,  comprise  a  one-way  couplet  that  acts  as  an  important  east-west  travel 
route  in  San  Francisco.  Bush  and  Pine  Streets  between  Market  Street  and  Masonic  Avenue  are 
designated  as  a  Major  Arterials^^  in  the  General  Plan.  Larkin  Street  and  Hyde  Street  are  both  one-way 
streets  with  three  travel  lanes  apiece  and  are  designated  as  Secondary  Arterials  in  the  General  Plaji.^^ 
Van  Ness  Avenue,  which  nans  parallel  to  Larkin  Street  two  blocks  to  the  west,  has  six  traffic  lanes  plus 
parking  on  both  sides.  It  is  one  of  the  most  important  transportation  routes  in  the  City  and  is 
designated  as  a  Major  Arterial,  a  Primary  Transit  Street  -  Transit  Important^^,  a  Citywide  Pedestrian 
Network  Street,  and  a  Neighborhood  Commercial  Street  in  the  General  Plan.  Van  Ness  Avenue  also 
serves  as  a  portion  of  U.S.  101  through  San  Francisco. 

a.  and  b.  Traffic  and  Level  of  Service.  A  transportation  impact  analysis  was  prepared  to  quantif}'  the 
effects  of  the  proposed  project  on  transportation  systems  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site.^-^  Based  on 
the  trip  rate  for  residential  and  retail  use  in  the  Planning  Department's  Transportation  Inwact  Analysis 
Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review  (Guidelines)  (October  2002),  the  proposed  project  would  generate  an 
estimated  515  average  daily  person-trips  (s6;ven  and  a  half  trips  per  one-bedroom  units,  10  trips  per 

^  A  Secondary  Transit  Street  is  a  street  with  low  to  medium  transit  ridership  and/or  frequency  of  service,  or  one 
that  connects  two  or  more  major  destinations.  A  Transit  Conflict  Street  is  a  street  with  a  primar}'  transit  function 
that  is  not  a  major  arterial  but  that  does  experience  significant  conflicts  between  transit  and  automobile  traffic 
San  Francisco  General  Plan,  Transportation  Element,  Maps  6,  7,  and  9,  and  Tables  1  and  4.  Adopted  July  1995. 

^  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  Transportation  Element,  Maps  12  and  13. 

Major  Arterials  are  cross-town  thoroughfares  whose  primary  function  is  to  link  districts  within  the  City  and  to 
distribute  traffic  to  and  from  the  freeways;  these  are  routes  generally  of  citywide  significance;  of  varying 
capacity  depending  on  the  travel  demand  for  the  specific  direction  and  adjacent  land  uses.  San  Francisco 
General  Plan  Transportation  Element,  Maps  6  and  7,  Adopted  July  1995. 

' '  Secondary  Arterials  are  primarily  intra-district  routes  of  varying  capacity  serving  as  collectors  for  the  major 
thoroughfares;  in  some  cases  supplemental  to  the  major  arterial  system.  San  Francisco  General  Plan 
Transportation  Element,  Map  6,  Adopted  July  1995. 

Primary  Transit  Street  -  Transit  Important  are  major  arterials  with  high  transit  ridership,  high  frequency  of 
service,  or  surface    rail.  San  Francisco  General  Plan  Transportation  Element  Map  9,  Adopted  July  1995. 
Tlie  transportation  impact  analysis  for  1080  Sutter  Street  is  available  for  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning 
Department,  1650  Mission  Street  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  in  File  No.  2006.0431E. 
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two  or  more  bedroom  unit,  and  1S3  trips  generated  by  the  retail  space),  of  which  there  would  be  about 
77  p.m.  peak  hour  person-trips  (4:30  to  5:30  P.M.).  lliese  peak  hour  person-trips  would  be  distributed 
among  various  modes  of  transportation,  including  15  automobile  person-trips,  25  transit  trips,  31 
walking  trips,  and  three  trips  by  other  means,  which  mclude  bicycles  and  motorcycles.  This  analysis 
assumes  that  all  trips  would  be  new  and  trip  counts  are  not  reduced  to  account  for  trips  to  and  from 
the  project  site  that  are  generated  by  the  existing  parking  lot  on  the  site.^"^  It  also  assumes  that  the 
commercial  space  would  be  occupied  by  a  retail  use,  which  is  the  most  intensive  commercial  use  for 
trip  generation.  Mode  split  data  for  the  uses  were  obtained  from  the  Guidelines  for  Census  Tract  120 
and  for  Superdistrict  1,  where  the  project  site  is  located. 

As  set  forth  in  the  Guidelines,  the  Planning  Department  evaluates  conditions  in  the  p.m.  peak-period 
during  the  weekdays  in  determining  the  significance  of  an  adverse  environmental  impact,  since 
conditions  during  the  weekday  p.m.  peak  hour  represent  the  worst  conditions  of  the  local 
transportation  network.  An  average  vehicle  occupancy  rate  in  persons  per  vehicle  of  1.16  for 
residential-based  trips,  1.54  for  work  trips  generated  by  the  retail  space,  and  2.43  for  the  non-work  trips 
generated  by  the  retail  space  (obtained  from  the  Guidelines)  was  applied  to  the  number  of  auto  person 
trips  to  determine  the  number  of  vehicle  trips  generated  by  the  proposed  project.  The  proposed  project 
would  generate  approximately  11  p.m.  peak  hour  vehicle  trips.  Residents  and  businesses  along  Sutter 
Street,  Larkin  Street,  and  Hyde  Street  could  experience  an  increase  in  vehicular  activity  as  a  result  of 
the  proposed  project;  however,  it  would  not  be  above  levels  that  are  common  and  generally  accepted 
in  urban  areas.  The  change  in  traffic  in  the  project  area  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  project  would  be 
undetectable  to  most  drivers,  although  it  could  be  noticeable  to  those  immediately  adjacent  to  the 
project  site.  The  proposed  project  would  add  a  small  increment  to  the  cumulative  long-term  traffic 
increase  on  the  local  roadway  network  in  the  neighborhood  and  to  other  land  use  and  development 
changes  in  the  region.  However,  the  volume  of  additional  trips  would  not  result  in  considerable 
contributions  to  any  intersection  service  levels. 

g.  Transit  and  Alternative  Travel  Modes.  It  is  estimated  that  approximately  25  p.m.  peak-hour 
project  trips  would  utilize  public  transit.  The  east-west  routes  serving  the  project  site  are  the  MUNI  2 
(Clement),  3  (Jackson),  and  4  (Sutter),  which  operate  on  Sutter  Street  and  generally  link  downtown  and 
the  Richmond  district.  Express  bus  routes,  including  the  1,  31,  and  38  AX  and  BX  lines  operate  on  Bush 

''^  It  is  assumed  that  vehicles  parking  at  the  existing  parking  lot  on  the  project  site  would  instead  park  at  other 
nearby  facilities,  so  the  existing  trips  generated  by  the  parking  lot  would  remain  in  the  vicinity. 
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and  Pine  Streets,  one  to  two  blocks  north  of  the  project  site.  The  76  (Marin  Headlands)  route  also 
serves  the  project  site  on  Sundays  and  holidays.  North-south  routes  serving  the  site  are  the  19  (Polk) 
operating  on  Polk  Street,  the  27  (Bryant)  operating  on  Jones  and  Leavenworth  Streets  south  of  Jackson 
Street,  and  the  47  (Van  Ness)  and  49  (Van  Ness-Mission),  operating  on  Van  Ness  Avenue.  Ail  of  these 
bus  lines  have  stops  within  three  blocks  of  the  project  site,  with  the  closest  stops  being  the  2  (Clement) 
stop  at  Sutter  Street/Post  Street  and  Larkin  Street  (eastbound  and  westbound),  and  the  19  (Polk)  stop  at 
Polk  Street  and  Sutter  Street  (northbound  and  southbound).  The  estimated  25  p.m.  peak  hour  transit 
trips  would  be  distributed  among  the  various  MUNI  transit  lines.  This  increase  in  transit  demand 
associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  not  have  a  significant  or  noticeable  impact  upon  transit 
services  in  the  project  area  or  affect  transit  operations. 

The  project  site  is  located  on  the  north  side  of  Sutter  Street.  The  bus  lane  on  Sutter  Street  is  the 
northernmost  lane  on  the  street;  therefore,  vehicles  entering  or  exiting  the  project  site  woulci  need  to 
cross  or  enter  the  bus  lane  to  reach  the  site.  The  site  is  currently  used  as  a  20-space  parking  lot.  The 
proposed  project  includes  39  parking  spaces,  resulting  in  an  increase  in  the  number  of  spaces  on  the 
site  and  approximately  the  same  number  of  potential  conflicts  with  bus  traffic  as  under  existing 
conditions. 

Pedestrian  and  Bicycle  Conditions.  The  proposed  project  would  generate  approximately  77  p.m. 
peak-hour  (4:30  to  5:30  p.m.)  person  trips  distributed  among  various  modes  of  transportation, 
including  11  p.m.  peak  hour  vehicle  trips  and  32  p.m.  peak  hour  pedestrian  trips.  The  proposed 
project  would  not  cause  a  substantial  amount  of  pedestrian  and  vehicle  conflict.  Sidewalk  widths  are 
sufficient  to  allow  for  the  free  flow  of  pedestrian  traffic.  Pedestrian  activity  would  increase  as  a  result 
of  the  project,  but  not  to  a  degree  that  could  not  be  accommodated  on  local  sidewalks  or  would  result 
in  safety  concerns. 

There  are  a  number  of  bicycle  routes  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site.  Bicycle  routes  in  the  area  include 
Sutter  Street/Post  Street  (Route  16)  and  Polk  Street  (Route  25).  The  proposed  development  would  not 
create  any  new  street  impact  or  potential  conflict  with  pedestrian  or  bicycle  operation,  or  otherwise 
create  hazardous  conditions  for  pedestrians  or  bicyclists. 

d.  and  e.  Traffic  Hazards  and  Emergency'  Access.  There  are  no  unusual  design  features  or  uses 
proposed  as  part  of  the  project  that  would  substantially  increase  traffic  hazards.  Likewise,  the 
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proposed  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant  impact  with  regard  to  emergency  access,  as  the 
project  site  is  accessible  form  major  streets,  including  Mission  Street. 

f.  Parking.  Currently,  one  hour  parking  is  allowed  on  Sutter  Street  between  7  a.m.  and  6  p.m.,  with  no 
parking  allowed  on  the  north  side  of  the  street  between  4  p.m.  and  6  p.m.,  and  metered  parking  is 
allowed  on  both  sides  of  Larkin  Street.  The  project  site  is  on  the  southern  edge  of  parking  permit  area 
"C"  and  two-hour  or  permit  parking  is  provided  on  streets  north  and  east  of  the  project  site.  Planning 
Code  Section  151  requires  dwelling  units  to  provide  one  parking  space  for  every  four  units  in  the  RC-4 
zoning  district.  Up  to  150  percent  of  the  required  number  of  spaces  may  be  provided.  The  proposed 
project  would  require  that  at  least  nine  spaces  and  up  to  13  spaces  be  provided.  The  proposed  project 
includes  39  parking  spaces  per  Conditional  Use  Authorization  request.  The  spaces  would  be  located  in 
an  at-  and  below-grade  garage  accessed  froin  Sutter  Street.  The  commercial  parking  requirement  is 
only  in  effect  when  the  occupied  floor  area  exceeds  5,000  square  feet;  thus  parking  would  not  be 
required  to  serve  the  proposed  1,240  square  feet  of  commercial  space. 

It  should  be  noted  that  parking  demand  is  different  than  the  Planning  Code  parking  requirement. 
Parking  demand  is  the  amount  of  daily  parking  need  generated  by  a  proposed  project.  Based  on  the 
Planning  Department's  Transportation  Impact  Analysis  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Revieio,  the  proposed 
uses  would  create  a  parking  demand  of  about  53  daily  spaces,  including  50  spaces  for  the  residential 
use  and  three  spaces  for  the  commercial  use.  The  proposed  project  would  therefore  have  an  unmet 
parking  demand  of  approximately  27  spaces.  This  unmet  parking  demand  could  be  overstated, 
however,  because  as  indicated  by  Census  tract  data,  the  great  majority  of  people  in  this  area  either 
walk  or  take  transit  to  their  destinations.'^  The  unmet  parking  demand  generated  by  the  proposed 
project  would  result  in  some  increase  in  use  of  on-street  parking.  Little  on-street  parking  was  available 
on  neighboring  streets  during  the  weekday  morning  that  Planning  Department  staff  visited  the  project 
site,  and  the  available  off-street  spaces  might  not  adequately  meet  the  parking  demand  of  the  proposed 
project,  causing  project-generated  traffic  to  compete  for  a  decreased  supply  of  parking  relahve  to 
demand  in  the  area. 

San  Francisco  does  not  consider  parking  supply  as  part  of  the  permanent  physical  environment. 
Parking  conditions  are  not  static,  as  parking  supply  and  demand  varies  from  day  to  day,  from  day  to 

According  to  the  2000  U.S.  Census  Journey  to  Work  data,  residents  of  Census  Tract  120  where  the  project  site  is 
located  use  the  following  modes  for  work  trips:  car/truck/van  16%  (with  1.16  workers  per  car  truck  or  van); 
public  transportation  39%;  motorc^'cle  <1%;  bicycle  0%;  walk  43%;  work  at  home  2%. 
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night,  from  month  to  mouth,  etc.  Plence,  the  availability  of  parking  spaces  (or  lack  thereof)  is  not  a 
permanent  physical  condition,  but  changes  over  time  as  people  change  their  mode  and  patterns  of 
travel. 

Parking  deficits  are  considered  to  be  social  effects,  rather  than  itnpacts  on  the  physical  environment  as 
defined  by  CEQA.  Under  CEQA,  a  project's  social  impacts  need  not  be  treated  as  significant  impacts 
on  the  environment.  Environmental  documents  should,  however,  address  the  secondary  physical 
impacts  that  could  be  triggered  by  a  social  impact  (CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15131(a)).  'I"he  social 
inconvenience  of  parking  deficits,  such  as  having  to  hunt  for  scarce  parking  spaces,  is  not  an 
environmental  impact,  but  there  may  be  secondary  physical  environmental  impacts,  such  as  increased 
traffic  congestion  at  intersections,  air  quality  impacts,  safety  impacts,  or  noise  impacts  caused  by 
congestion.  In  the  experience  of  San  Francisco  transportation  plaiTuers,  however,  the  absence  of  a 
ready  supply  of  parking  spaces,  combined  with  available  alternatives  to  auto  travel  (e.g.,  transit 
service,  taxis,  bicycles,  or  travel  by  foot)  and  a  relatively  dense  pattern  of  urban  development,  induces 
many  drivers  to  seek  and  find  alternative  parking  facilities,  shift  to  other  modes  of  travel,  or  change 
their  overall  travel  habits.  Any  such  resulting  shifts  to  transit  service  in  particular  would  be  in  keeping 
with  the  City's  "Transit  First"  policy.  This  policy,  established  in  the  City's  Charter  Section  16.102 
provides  that  "parking  policies  for  areas  well-served  by  public  transit  shall  be  designed  to  encourage 
travel  by  public  transportation  and  alternative  transportation."  The  project  site  is  located  in  an  area 
served  by  transit.  Tlie  increased  parking  demand  would  not  substantially  alter  the  existing  character 
of  the  area-wide  parking  situation. 

The  transportation  analysis  accounts  for  potential  secondary  effects,  such  as  cars  circling  and  looking 
for  a  parking  space  in  areas  of  limited  parking  supply,  by  assuming  that  all  drivers  would  attempt  to 
find  parking  at  or  near  the  project  site  and  then  seek  parking  farther  away  if  convenient  parking  is 
unavailable.  Moreover,  the  secondary  effects  of  drivers  searching  for  parking  is  typically  offset  by  a 
reduction  in  vehicle  trips  due  to  others  who  are  aware  of  constrained  parking  conditions  in  a  given 
area.  Hence,  any  secondary  environmental  impacts  which  may  result  from  a  shortfall  in  parking  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  minor,  and  the  traffic  assignments  used  in  the  transportation 
analysis,  as  well  as  in  the  associated  air  quality,  noise,  and  pedestrian  safety  analyses,  reasonably 
addresses  potential  secondary  effects. 
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Loading.  Based  on  the  Planning  Department's  Transportation  Impact  Analysis  Guidelines  for 
Environmental  Review,  the  proposed  project  would  generate  no  daily  loading  demand.  The  Plannir-ig 
Code  does  not  require  off-street  loading  for  residential  development  less  than  100,000  square  feet  and 
commercial  development  less  than  10,000  square  feet  in  the  RC-4  zoning  district. 

Construction  Impacts.  During  the  projected  20-month  construction  period,  temporary  and 
intermittent  traffic  and  transit  impacts  would  result  from  truck  movements  to  and  from  the  project  site. 
Truck  movements  during  periods  of  peak  traffic  flow  would  have  greater  potential  to  create  conflicts 
than  during  non-peak  hours  because  of  the  greater  numbers  of  vehicles  on  the  streets  during  the  peak 
hour  that  would  have  to  maneuver  around  queued  trucks.  In  addition,  since  the  bus  lane  on  Sutter 
Street  is  the  northernmost  lane  and  is  therefore  adjacent  to  the  project  site,  any  construction  activity 
that  encroaches  on  the  street  could  have  the  potential  to  affect  transit  vehicle  flow,  particularly  during 
peak  hours.  The  project  sponsor  may  apply  for  temporary  removal  of  the  parking  spaces  directly  in 
front  of  the  project  site  along  Sutter  Street.  Temporary  sidewalks  would  be  constructed  as  needed  to 
ensure  pedestrian  safety.  Lane  and  sidewalk  closures  are  subject  to  review  and  approval  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW).  The  project  sponsor  and  construction  contractors  would  meet 
with  the  Traffic  Engineering  Division  of  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  (DPT),  the  Fire 
Department,  MUNI,  and  the  Planning  Department  to  determine  feasible  measures  to  reduce  traffic 
congestion,  including  effects  on  the  transit  system  and  pedestrian  circulation  impacts  during 
construction  of  the  proposed  project. 

Temporary  parking  demand  from  construction  workers'  vehicles  and  impacts  on  local  intersections 
from  construction  worker  traffic  would  occur  in  proportion  to  the  number  of  construction  workers 
who  would  use  automobiles.  The  estimated  20  construction  workers  would  park  in  existing  on-street 
parking  spaces  in  the  project  vicinity.  Although  construction  workers  may  have  to  circulate  on  streets 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  to  find  available  parking,  the  anticipated  parking  deficit  would  not 
substantially  change  the  capacity  of  the  existing  street  system  or  alter  the  existing  parking  conditions  in 
the  area.  In  summary,  the  proposed  project  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  individually  or 
cumulatively  on  transportation  and  circulation. 
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6.  NOISE— Would  the  project: 

a)  Result  in  exposure  of  persons  to  or  generation  of 
noise  levels  in  excess  of  standards  established 
in  the  local  General  Plan  or  noise  ordinance,  or 
applicable  standards  of  other  agencies? 

b)  Result  in  exposure  of  persons  to  or  generation  of 
excessive  groundborne  vibration  or  groundborne 
noise  levels? 

c)  Result  in  a  substantial  permanent  increase  in 
ambient  noise  levels  in  the  project  vicinity  above 
levels  existing  w/ithout  the  project? 

d)  Result  in  a  substantial  temporary  or  periodic 
iiicrease  in  ambient  noise  levels  in  the  project 
vicinity  above  levels  existing  without  the  project? 

e)  For  a  project  located  within  an  airport  land  use 
plan  area,  or,  where  such  a  plan  has  not  been 
adopted,  in  an  area  within  two  miles  of  a  public 
airport  or  public  use  airport,  would  the  project 
expose  people  residing  or  working  in  the  area  to 
excessive  noise  levels? 

f)  For  a  project  located  in  the  vicinity  of  a  private 
airstrip,  would  the  project  expose  people  residing 
or  working  in  the  project  area  to  excessive  noise 
levels? 

g)  Be  subr.iRntiaily  affected  by  existing  noise 
levels? 


The  project  site  is  not  within  an  airport  land  use  plan  area,  nor  is  it  in  the  vicinity  of  a  private  airstrip. 
Therefore,  topics  6e  and  6f  are  not  applicable. 


a.  —  d,  and  g;  Construction  Noise.  Demolition,  excavation,  and  building  construction  would 

temporarily  increase  noise  in  the  project  vicinity.  Construction  equipment  would  generate  noise  and 
possibly  vibrations  that  could  be  considered  an  annoyance  by  occupants  of  nearby  properties. 
According  to  the  project  sponsor,  the  construction  period  would  last  approximately  20  months. 
Construction  noise  levels  would  fluctuate  depending  on  construction  phase,  equipment  type  and 
duration  of  use,  distance  between  noise  source  and  listener,  and  presence  or  absence  of  barriers. 
Impacts  would  generally  be  limited  to  the  period  during  which  new  foundations  and  exterior 
structural  and  facade  elements  would  be  constructed.  Interior  construction  noise  would  be 
substantially  reduced  by  exterior  walls. 

Construction  noise  is  regulated  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Article  29  of  the  Police  Code), 
amended  in  November  2008.  The  ordinance  requires  that  noise  levels  from  individual  pieces  of 
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construction  equipment,  other  than  impact  tools,  not  exceed  80  dBA  at  a  distance  of  100  feet  from  the 
source.  Impact  tools  (jackhammers,  hoerammers,  impact  wrenches)  must  have  both  intake  and  exhaust 
muffled  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Director  of  Public  Works  or  the  Director  of  Building  Inspection. 
Section  2908  of  the  Ordinance  prohibits  construction  work  between  8:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m.,  if  noise 
would  exceed  the  ambient  noise  level  by  5  dBA  at  the  project  property  line,  unless  a  special  permit  is 
authorized  by  the  Director  of  Public  Works  or  the  Director  of  Building  Inspection.  The  project  must 
comply  with  regulations  set  forth  in  the  Noise  Ordinance. 

The  closest  sensitive  noise  receptors  to  the  project  site  that  have  the  potential  to  be  adversely  affected 
by  construction  noise  are  Saint  Francis  Memorial  Hospital,  one  block  northeast  of  the  project  site  at  900 
Hyde  Street,  and  On  Lok  Senior  Health  Services  one  block  west  of  the  project  site  at  1333  Bush  Street. 
Construction  activities  other  than  pile  driving,  which  would  not  be  employed  in  project  construction, 
typically  generate  noise  levels  no  greater  than  90  dBA  (for  instance,  for  excavation)  at  50  feet  from  the 
activity,  while  other  activities,  such  as  concrete  work,  are  much  less  noisy.  Closed  windows  typically 
can  reduce  daytime  interior  noise  levels  to  an  acceptable  level.  Tlierefore,  for  nearby  sensitive 
receptors,  although  construction  noise  could  be  annoying  at  times,  it  would  not  be  expected  to  exceed 
noise  levels  commonly  experienced  in  an  urban  environment,  and  would  not  be  considered  significant. 
Moreover,  no  other  construction  projects  are  proposed  in  close  enough  proximity  to  the  project  site 
such  that  cumulative  effects  related  to  construction  noise  would  be  anticipated. 

Noise  Compatibility.  The  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  Saii  Francisco  General  Plan  contains 
Land  Use  Compatibility  Guidelines  for  Community  Noise. These  guidelines,  which  are  similar  to  but 
differ  somewhat  from  state  guidelines  promulgated  by  the  Governor's  Office  of  Planning  and 
Research,  indicate  maximuni  acceptable  noise  levels  for  various  newly  developed  land  uses.  For 
residential  uses,  the  maximum  "satisfactory"  noise  level  without  incorporating  noise  insulation  into  a 
project  is  60  dBA  (Ldn),  while  the  guidelines  indicate  that  residential  development  should  be 
discouraged  at  noise  levels  above  70  dBA  (Ldn).'^'^^  Wliere  noise  levels  exceed  65  dBA,  a  detailed 

- — . — J  

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Planning  Department,  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  Environmental 
Protection  Element,  Policy  11.1. 
'  ^    Sound  pressure  is  measured  in  decibels  (dB),  with  zero  dB  corresponding  roughly  to  the  threshold  of  human 
hearing,  and  120  dB  to  140  dB  corresponding  to  the  threshold  of  pain.  Because  sound  pressure  can  vary  by 
over  one  trillion  times  within  the  range  of  human  hearing,  a  logarithmic  loudness  scale  is  used  to  keep  sound 
intensity  numbers  at  a  convenient  and  manageable  level.  Owing  to  the  variation  in  sensitivity  of  the  human 
ear  to  various  frequencies,  sound  is  "weighted"  to  emphasize  frequencies  to  which  the  ear  is  more  sensitive, 
in  n  method  known  as  A-weighting  and  expressed  in  units  of  A-weighted  decibels  (dBA). 
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analysis  of  noise  reduction  requirements  will  normally  be  necessary  prior  to  f^inal  review  and  approval, 
and  new  construction  or  development  of  residential  uses  will  require  that  noise  insulation  features 
included  in  the  desigr\.  In  addition.  Tide  24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations  establishes  uniform 
noise  insulation  standards  for  residential  projects.  Based  on  modeling  of  traffic  noise  volumes 
conducted  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH),  ^'-^  the  traffic  noise  level  in  the 
project  area  vicinity  is  generally  between  70  dBA  and  75  dBA.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would 
locate  new  residential  units  — considered  to  be  "sensitive  receptors" —  in  an  environment  with  noise 
levels  above  those  considered  normally  acceptable  for  residential  uses,  and  the  project  sponsor  would 
be  required  by  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  and  by  Title  24  to  incorporate  noise  insulation  features  in 
the  project  to  maintain  an  interior  noise  level  of  45  dBA.  It  is  anticipated  that,  at  a  minimum,  sound- 
rated  windows  and/or  doors  would  be  installed  as  part  of  the  proposed  project.  The  Department  of 
Building  Inspection  would  review  project  plans  for  compliance  with  Title  24  noise  standards. 

The  project  would  include  three  noise  sensitive  outdoor  recreational  areas:  a  roof  deck  at  the  top  of  the 
Ill-foot  residential  tower,  and  decks  at  the  ninth  and  11'-'^  floors  facing  Sutter  Street.  However,  noise 
would  not  likely  interfere  significantly  with  outdoor  recreational  activities  in  these  areas.  The  roof 
deck  would  be  separated  vertically  about  106  feet  from  Sutter  Street,  and  100  feet  horizontally  from  the 
nearest  cross  street.  Further,  the  building's  outer  walls  and  setbacks  would  shield  the  roof-top  and 
upper  decks  from  direct  exposure  to  traffic  noise  meaning  from  the  street  below.  Both  of  these  factors 
would  substantially  reduce  roof-top  traffic  noise  from  the  much  higher  levels  that  would  be 
experienced  at  ground  level. 

Compliance  with  Title  24  standards  and  with  the  General  Plan  would  ensure  that  effects  from  exposure 
to  ambient  noise  would  not  result  in  significant  impacts,  either  individually  or  cumulatively. 

Traffic  Noise.  Generally,  traffic  must  double  in  volume  to  produce  a  noticeable  increase  in  average 
noise  levels.  Based  on  the  transportation  analysis  prepared  for  the  project  (see  Section  5,  above),  traffic 
volumes  would  not  double  on  area  streets  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  project  or  expected  cumulative 
traffic  growth;  therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  not  cause  a  noticeable  increase  in  the  ambient 
noise  level  in  the  project  vicinity,  nor  would  the  project  contribute  to  any  potential  cumulative  traffic 
noise  effects. 

'  ^    The  guidelines  are  based  on  maintaining  an  interior  noise  level  of  interior  noise  standard  of  45  dBA,  Ldn,  as 

required  by  the  California  Noise  Insulation  Standards  in  Title  24,  Part  2  of  tlie  California  Code  of  Regulations. 
'      Traffic  noise  map  presented  on  DPH  website:  http://www.sfdph.org/dph/EH/Noise/default.asp. 
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Operational  Noise.  Tlie  project  would  include  mechanical  equipment  that  could  produce  operational 
noise,  such  as  heating  and  ventilation  systems.  These  operations  would  be  subject  to  Section  2909  of  the 
Noise  Ordinance.  As  aineiided  in  November  2008,  this  section  establishes  a  noise  limit  from 
mechanical  sources,  such  as  building  equipment,  specified  as  a  certain  rioise  level  in  excess  of  the 
ambient  noise  level  at  the  property  line:  for  noise  generated  by  residential  uses,  the  limit  is  5  dBA  in 
excess  of  ambient,  while  for  noise  generated  by  commercial  and  industrial  uses,  the  limit  is  8  dBA  in 
excess  of  ambient  and  for  noise  on  public  property,  including  streets,  the  limit  is  10  dBA  in  excess  of 
ambient.-^-'  In  addition,  the  Noise  Ordinance  provides  for  a  separate  fixed-source  noise  limit  for 
residential  interiors  of  45  dBA  at  night  and  55  dBA  during  the  day  and  evening  hours.  Compliance 
with  Article  29,  Section  2909,  would  minimize  noise  from  building  operations.  Therefore,  noise  effects 
related  to  building  operation  would  not  be  significant,  nor  would  the  building  contribute  a 
considerable  increment  to  any  cumulative  noise  impacts  from  mechanical  equipment. 

In  light  of  the  above,  noise  effects  related  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Cumulative  Noise  Impacts.  Project  construction  activities  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent  in 
nature;  project  construction-related  noise  would  not  substantially  increase  ambient  noise  levels  at 
locations  greater  than  a  few  hundred  feet  from  the  project  site;  and  as  stated  above,  required 
construction  noise  reduction  measures  would  be  implemented  as  required  by  the  City's  Noise 
Ordinance.  The  1299  Bush  Street  project  has  not  begun  construction.  However,  construction  related  to 
this  project  would  be  governed  by  the  same  code  requirements  and  factors  discussed  above.  The 
contribution  of  the  project's  construction  noise  in  the  project  site  vicinity  would  not  be  considerable. 

Localized  traffic  noise  would  increase  as  a  result  of  the  cumulative  growth  in  the  project  vicinity,  such 
as  the  1299  Bush  Street  project.  However,  the  increase  under  the  project  would  not  be  a  cumulatively 
considerable  traffic  noise  increase.  Tlierefore,  the  proposed  project  would  not  have  significant 
cumulative  noise  impacts. 


20 


Entertainment  venues  are  aiso  subject  to  a  separate  criterion  for  low-frequency  (bass)  noise. 
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AIR  QUALITY 

Where  available,  the  significance  criteria  established  by  the  applicable  air  quality  management  or  air  pollution  control 
district  may  be  relied  upon  to  make  the  following  determinations.  Would  the  project: 


Conflict  with  or  obstruct  implementation  of  the 
applicable  air  quality  plan? 

Violate  any  air  quality  standard  or  contribute 
substantially  to  an  existing  or  projected  air  quality 
violation? 

Result  in  a  cumulatively  considerable  net 
increase  of  any  criteria  pollutant  for  which  the 
project  region  is  non-attainment  under  an 
applicable  federal,  state,  or  regional  ambient  air 
quality  standard  (including  releasing  emissions 
which  exceed  quantitative  thresholds  for  ozone 
precursors)? 

d)  Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial 
pollutant  concentrations? 

e)  Create  objectionable  odors  affecting  a 
substantial  number  of  people? 


□ 
□ 

□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 

□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 
□ 

□ 


□ 


□ 


a.  -  d.  Construction  Air  Quality  Emissions.  Demolition,  grading,  and  new  construction  activities 
would  temporarily  affect  local  air  quality  during  thie  project's  proposed  20-month  construction 
schedule,  causing  temporary  increases  in  particulate  dust  and  other  pollutants.  Emissions  generated 
from  construcf:ion  activities  include  dust  (including  PM-10  and  PM-2.5)2i  primarily  from  "fugitive" 
sources,  combustion  emissions  of  criteria  air  pollutants  (reactive  organic  gases  [ROG],  nitrogen  oxides 
[NOx],  carbon  monoxide  [CO],  sulfur  oxides  [SOx],  and  PM-10)  primarily  from  operation  of 
construction  equipment  and  worker  vehicles,  and  evaporative  emissions  (ROG)  from  asphalt  paving 
and  architectural  coating  applications.  The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD) 
CEQA  Guidelines  recognize  that  construction  equipment  emits  ozone  precursors,  but  indicate  that 
such  emissions  are  included  in  the  emission  inventory  that  is  the  basis  for  regional  air  cpality  plans.-^ 
Therefore,  construction  emissions  are  not  expected  to  impede  attainment  or  maintenance  of  ozone 
standards  in  the  Bay  Area. 


Project-related  demolition,  excavation,  grading  and  other  construction  activities  may  cause 
wind-blown  dust  that  could  contribute  particulate  matter  into  the  local  atmosphere.  Although  there  are 
federal  standards  for  air  pollutants  and  implementation  of  state  and  regional  air  quality  control  plans, 

^'  Particles  that  are  10  microns  or  less  in  diameter  and  2.5  microns  or  less  in  diameter,  respectively. 
^-^  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District,  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines,  Assessing  the  Air  Quality  Impacts  of 
Projects  and  Plans,  December  1999. 
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air  pollutants  continue  to  have  impacts  on  human  health  throughout  the  country.  California  has  found 
that  particulate  matter  exposure  can  cause  health  effects  at  lower  levels  than  national  standards.  The 
current  health  burden  of  particulate  matter  demands  that,  where  possible,  public  agencies  take  feasible 
available  actions  to  reduce  sources  of  particulate  matter  exposure.  According  to  the  California  Air 
Resources  Board,  reducing  ambient  particulate  matter  from  1998  -  200U  levels  to  natural  background 
concentrations  in  San  Francisco  would  prevent  over  200  premature  deaths. 

Dust  can  be  an  irritant  causing  watering  eyes  or  irritation  to  the  lungs,  nose  and  throat.  Demolition, 
excavation,  grading  and  other  construction  activities  can  cause  wind-blown  dust  to  add  to  particulate 
matter  in  the  local  atmosphere.  Depending  on  exposure,  adverse  health  effects  can  occur  due  to  this 
particulate  matter  in  general  and  also  due  to  specific  contaminants  such  as  lead  or  asbestos  that  may  be 
constituents  of  soil. 

In  response,  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  approved  a  series  of  amendments  to  the  San 
Francisco  Building  and  Health  Codes  generally  referred  hereto  as  the  Construction  Dust  Control 
Ordinance  (Ordinance  176-08,  effective  July  30,  2008)  with  the  intent  of  reducing  the  quantity  of  dust 
generated  during  site  preparation,  demolition  and  construction  work  in  order  to  protect  the  health  of 
the  general  public  and  of  onsite  workers,  minimize  public  nuisance  complaints,  and  to  avoid  orders  to 
stop  work  by  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI). 

The  Ordinance  requires  that  all  site  preparation  work,  demolition,  or  other  construction  activities 
within  San  Francisco  that  have  the  potential  to  create  dust  or  to  expose  or  disturb  more  than  10  cubic 
yards  or  500  square  feet  of  soil  comply  with  specified  dust  control  measures  whether  or  not  the  activity 
requires  a  permit  from  DBI.  The  Director  of  DBI  may  waive  this  requirement  for  activities  on  sites  less 
than  one  half-acre  that  are  unlikely  to  result  in  any  visible  wind-blown  dust.  At  7,000  sf,  or  0.16  acres, 
the  project  site  is  less  than  one  half-acre. 

The  project  sponsors  and  the  contractor  responsible  for  construction  activities  at  the  project  site  shall 
use  the  following  practices  to  control  construction  dust  on  the  site  or  other  practices  that  result  in 
e(]nivalent  dust  control  that  are  acceptable  to  the  Director  of  DBI.  Dust  suppression  activities  may 
include  watering  all  active  construction  areas  sufficiently  to  prevent  dust  from  becoming  airborne; 
increased  watering  frequency  may  be  necessary  whenever  wind  speeds  exceed  15  miles  per  hour 
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(mph).  Reclaimed  water  must  be  used  if  required  by  Article  21,  Section  1100  et  seq.  of  the  San  Francisco 
P^'ublic  Works  Code.  If  not  required,  reclain\ed  water  should  be  used  whenever  possible.  Contractors 
shall  provide  as  much  water  as  necessary  to  control  dust  (without  creating  run-off  in  any  area  of  land 
clearing,  and/or  earth  movement.  During  excavation  and  dirt-moving  activities,  contractors  shall  wet 
sweep  or  vacuum  the  streets,  sidewalks,  paths  and  intersections  where  work  is  in  progre.ss  at  the  end 
of  the  workday.  Inactive  stockpiles  (where  no  disturbance  occurs  for  more  than  seven  days)  greater 
than  10  cubic  yards  or  500  sc]uare  feet  of  excavated  materials,  backfill  material,  import  material,  gravel, 
sand,  road  base,  and  soil  shall  be  covered  with  a  10  millimeter  (0.01  inch)  polyethylene  plastic  (or 
equivalent)  tarp,  braced  down,  or  use  other  ec[uivalent  soil  stabilization  techniques. 

The  BAAQMD  neither  recommends  quantified  analysis  of  cumulative  construction  emissions  nor 
provides  thresholds  of  significance  that  could  be  used  to  assess  cumulative  construction  emissions.  The 
construction  industry,  in  general,  is  an  existing  source  of  emissions  within  the  Bay  Area.  Construction 
equipment  operates  at  one  site  on  a  short-term  basis  and,  when  finished,  moves  on  to  a  new 
construction  site.  Because  construction  activities  would  be  temporary,  the  contribution  to  the 
cumulative  context  is  so  small  as  to  be  virtually  immeasurable,  and  as  all  of  the  appropriate  and 
feasible  construction-related  measures  recommended  by  the  BAAQMD  would  be  implemented,  the 
contribution  of  construction  emissions  associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  not  be  cumulatively 
considerable. 

Operational  Air  Quality  Emissions.  Project  operation  would  affect  local  air  quality  by  increasing  the 
number  of  vehicles  on  nearby  roads  and  at  the  project  site,  and  by  introducing  stationary  emissions  to 
the  project  site.  Transportation  vehicles  are  the  primary  source  of  operational  project-related 
emissions. -^-^  According  to  the  BAAQMD  guidance  for  CEQA  analysis,  a  project  would  have  potentially 
significant  emissions  impacts  if  the  project  were  to  generate  more  than  2,000  vehicle  trips  per  day. 
Based  on  the  transportation  analysis  for  the  proposed  project,  the  project  would  generate  up  to  about 
77  vehicle  trips  per  day,  well  below  the  BAAQMD's  threshold  for  air  quality  analysis.  Therefore, 
consistent  with  BAAQMD  guidance,  no  quantitative  analysis  of  transportation  air  quality  is  required, 
and  the  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant  effect  with  regard  to  operational  air  quality.  The 
project  would  be  generally  consistent  with  the  General  Plan,  which  does  not  project  a  population 

^■^  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District,  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines,  Assessing  the  Air  Quality  Impacts  of 
Projects  and  Plans,  December  1999. 
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increase  in  excess  of  that  forecast  in  the  Bay  Area  2000  Clean  Air  Plan.  The  General  Plan,  Planning  Code, 
and  City  Charter  implement  various  Transportation  Control  Measures  identified  in  the  Clean  Air  Plan 
through  the  City's  Transit  First  Program,  bicycle  parking  requirements,  transit  development  fees,  and 
other  actions.  In  light  of  the  above,  the  project  would  not  contribute  considerably  to  cumulative  air 
quality  impacts. 

Stationary  source  emissions,  generated  by  combustion  of  natural  gas  for  building  space  and  w^ater 
heating,  would  be  relatively  minimal  compared  to  transportation  emissions,  and  would  be  considered 
less  than  significant.  The  project  would  not  violate  any  BAAQMD  ambient  air  quality  standard  or 
contribute  substantially  to  an  existing  or  projected  air  quality  violation.  Therefore,  no  significant 
operational  air  cjuality  impacts  would  be  generated  by  the  project. 

Greenhouse  Gases 

Gases  that  trap  heat  in  the  atmosphere  are  referred  to  as  greenhouse  gases  (GHGs)  because  they 
capture  heat  radiated  from  the  sun  as  it  is  reflected  back  into  the  atmosphere,  much  like  a  greenhouse 
does.  The  accumulation  of  GHGs  has  been  implicated  as  a  driving  force  for  global  climate  change. 
Definitions  of  climate  change  vary  between  and  across  regulatory  authorities  and  the  scientific 
community,  but  in  general  can  be  described  as  the  changing  of  the  earth's  climate  caused  by  natural 
fluctuations  and  anthropogenic  activities  which  alter  the  composition  of  the  global  atmosphere. 

Individual  projects  contribute  to  the  cumulative  effects  of  climate  change  by  emitting  GHGs  during 
demolition,  construction  and  operational  phases.  The  principal  GHGs  are  carbon  dioxide,  methane, 
nitrous  oxide,  ozone,  and  water  vapor.  (Ozone  — not  directlv  emitted,  but  formed  from  other  gases  — in 
the  troposphere,  the  lowest  level  of  the  earth's  atmosphere,  also  contributes  to  the  retention  of  heat.) 
While  the  presence  of  the  primary  GHGs  in  the  atmosphere  are  naturally  occurring,  carbon  dioxide 
(CO2),  methane  (CHj),  and  nitrous  oxide  (N2O)  are  largely  emitted  from  human  activities,  accelerating 
the  rate  at  which  these  compounds  occur  within  earth's  atmosphere.  Carbon  dioxide  is  the  "reference 
gas"  for  climate  change,  meaning  that  emissions  of  GHGs  are  typically  reported  in  "carbon  dioxide- 
equivalent"  measures.  Emissions  of  carbon  dioxide  are  largely  by-products  of  fossil  fuel  combustion, 
whereas  methane  results  from  off-gassing  associated  with  agricultural  practices  and  landfills.  Other 
GHGs,  with  much  greater  heat-absorption  potential  than  carbon  dioxide,  include  hydrofluorocarbons, 
perfluorocarbons,  and  sulfur  hexafluoride,  and  are  generated  in  certain  industrial  processes.  There  is 
international  scientific  consensus  that  human-caused  increases  in  GHGs  have  and  will  continue  to 
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contribute  to  global  warming,  although  there  is  uncertainty  concerning  the  magnitude  and  rate  of  the 
warming.  Potential  global  warming  impacts  in  California  may  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  loss  in 
snow  pack,  sea  level  rise,  more  extreme  heat  days  per  year,  more  high  ozone  days,  more  large  forest 
fires,  and  more  drought  years. -4  Secondary  effects  are  likely  to  include  a  global  rise  in  sea  level, 
impacts  to  agriculture,  changes  in  disease  vectors,  and  changes  in  habitat  and  biodiversity. 

The  California  Energy  Commission  (CEC)  estimated  that  in  2004  California  produced  500  million  gross 
metric  tons  (about  550  million  U.S.  tons)  of  carbon  dioxide-equivalent  GHG  emissions.-^  The  CEC 
found  that  transportation  is  the  source  of  38  percent  of  the  State's  GHG  emissions,  followed  by 
electricity  generation  (both  in-state  and  out-of-state)  at  23  percent  and  industrial  sources  at  13 
percent.-^''  In  the  Bay  Area,  fossil  fuel  consumption  in  the  transportation  sector  (oa-road  motor  vehicles, 
off-highway  mobile  sources,  and  aircraft)  is  the  single  largest  source  of  the  Bay  Area's  GEIG  emissions, 
accounting  for  just  over  half  of  the  Bay  Area's  85  million  tons  of  GHG  emissions  in  2002.  Industrial  and 
commercial  sources  were  the  second  largest  contributors  of  GHG  emissions  with  about  one-fourth  of 
total  emissions.  Domestic  sources  (e.g.,  home  water  heaters,  furnaces,  etc.)  account  for  about  11  percent 
of  the  Bay  Area's  GHG  emissions,  followed  by  power  plants  at  7  percent.  Oil  refining  currently 
accounts  for  approximately  6  percent  of  the  total  Bay  Area  GHG  emissions. 

Statewide  Actions 

In  2005,  in  recognition  of  California's  vuinerabilitv  to  the  effects  of  climate  change.  Governor 
Schwarzenegger  established  Executive  Order  S-3-05,  which  sets  forth  a  series  of  target  dates  by  which 
statewide  emission  of  greenl^ouse  gases  (GHG)  would  be  progressively  reduced,  as  follows:  by  2010, 


California  Air  Resources  Board  (ARB),  2006a.  Climate  Change  website 

(http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/120106workshop/intropresl2106.pdf)  accessed  December  4,  2007. 
Because  of  the  differential  heat  absorption  potential  of  various  GHGs,  GHG  emissions  are  frequently  measured 

in  "carbon  dioxide-equivalents,"  which  present  a  weighted  average  based  on  each  gas's  heat  absorption  (or 

"global  warming")  potential. 
California  Energy  Commission,  Inventory  of  California  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions  and  Sinks:  1990  to  2004  - 
Final  Staff  Report,  publication  #  CEC-600-2006-013-SF,  December  22,  2006;  and  January  23,  2007  update  to  that 

report.  Available  on  the  internet  at:  http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/ccei/emsinv/emsinv.htm. 
BAAQMD,  Source  Inventory  of  Bay  Area  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions:  Base  Year  2002,  November  2006.  Available  on 
the  internet  at:  http://www.baaqmd.gov/pln/ghg_emission_inventory.pdf. 
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reduce  GHG  emissions  to  2000  levels;  by  2020,  reduce  GHG  emissions  to  1990  levels;  and  by  2050, 
reduce  GHG  emissions  to  80  percent  below  1990  levels.-'^ 

In  2006,  California  passed  the  California  Global  Warming  Solutions  Act  of  2006  (Assembly  Bill  No.  32; 
California  Health  and  Safety  Code  Division  25.5,  Sections  38500,  et  seq.,  or  AB  32),  which  requires  the 
California  Air  Resources  Board  (CARB)  to  design  and  implement  emission  limits,  regulations,  and 
other  measures,  such  that  feasible  and  cost-effective  statewide  GHG  emissions  are  reduced  to  1990 
levels  by  2020  (representing  a  25  percent  reduction  in  emissions). 

AB  32  establishes  a  timetable  for  the  CARB  to  adopt  emission  limits,  rules,  and  regulations  designed  to 
achieve  the  intent  of  the  Act.  CARB  staff  is  preparing  a  scoping  plan  to  meet  the  2020  greenhouse  gas 
reduction  limits  outlined  in  AB  32.  In  order  to  meet  these  goals,  California  must  reduce  its  greenhouse 
gases  by  30  percent  below  projected  2020  business  as  usual  emissions  levels,  or  about  10  percent  from 
today's  levels  (2008).  In  June  2008,  CARB  released  its  Draft  Scoping  Plan,  which  estimates  a  reduction 
of  169  million  metric  tons  of  C02-eq  (MMTC02-eq).  Approximately  one-third  of  the  emissions 
reductions  strategies  fall  within  the  transportation  sector  and  include  the  following:  California  Light- 
Duty  Vehicle  GHG  standards,  the  Low  Carbon  Fuel  Standard,  Heavy-Duty  Vehicle  GHG  emission 
reductions  and  energy  efficiency,  and  medium  and  heavy-duty  vehicle  hybridization,  high  speed  rail, 
and  efficiency  improvements  in  goods  movement.  These  measures  are  expected  to  reduce  GHG 
emissions  by  60.2  MMTC02-eq.  Emissions  from  the  electricity  sector  are  expected  to  reduce  another 
49.7  MMTC02-eq.  Reductions  from  the  electricity  sector  include  building  and  appliance  energy 
efficiency  and  conservation,  increased  combined  heat  and  power,  solar  water  heating  (AB  1470),  the 
renewable  energy  portfolio  standard  (33%  renewable  energy  by  2020),  and  the  existing  million  solar 
roofs  program.  Other  reductions  are  expected  from  industrial  sources,  agriculture,  forestry,  recycling 
and  waste,  water,  and  emissions  reductions  from  cap-and-trade  programs.  Local  government  actions 
and  regional  GHG  targets  are  also  expected  to  yield  a  reduction  of  2  MMTC02-eq.29  Measures  that 
could  become  effective  during  implementation  pertain  to  construction-related  equipment  and  building 
and  appliance  energy  efficiency.  Some  proposed  measures  will  require  new  legislation  to  implement, 
some  will  require  subsidies,  some  have  already  been  developed,  and  some  will  require  additional 
effort  to  evaluate  and  quantify.  Additionally,  some  emissions  reductions  strategies  may  require  their 

2^  California  Air  Resources  Board  (CARB),  Climate  Change  Draft  Scoping  Plan:  A  Framezoork  for  Change,  June  2008 
Discussion  Draft.  Available  on  the  internet  at:  http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/index.php.  Accessed  July 
29,  2008. 

29  Ibid. 
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own  environmental  review  under  CEQA  or  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA). 
Applicable  measures  that  are  ultimately  adopted  will  become  effective  during  implementation  of 
proposed  project  and  the  proposed  project  could  be  subject  to  these  requirements,  depending  on  ihe 
proposed  project's  timeline. 

Local  Actions 

San  Francisco  has  a  history  of  environmental  protection  policies  and  programs  aimed  at  improving  the 
quality  of  life  for  San  Francisco's  residents  and  reducing  impacts  on  the  environment.  The  following 
plans,  policies  and  legislation  demonstrate  San  Francisco's  continued  commitinent  to  environmental 
protection. 

Transit  First  Policy.  In  1973  San  Francisco  instituted  the  Transit  First  Policy  ^vhich  added  Section  16.102 
to  the  City  Charter  with  the  goal  of  reducing  the  City's  reliance  on  freeways  and  meeting 
transportation  needs  by  emphasizing  mass  transportation.  The  Transit  First  Policy  gives  priority  to 
public  transit  investments;  adopts  street  capacity  and  parking  policies  to  discourage  increased 
automobile  traffic;  and  encourages  the  use  of  transit,  bicycling  and  walking  rather  than  use  of  single- 
occupant  vehicles. 

San  Francisco  Sustainability  Plan.  In  July  1997  the  Board  of  Supervisors  approved  the  Sustainability  Plan 
for  the  City  of  San  Francisco  establishing  sustainable  development  as  a  fundamental  goal  of  municipal 
public  policy. 

The  Electricity  Resource  Plan  (Revised  December  2002).  San  Francisco  adopted  the  Electricity  Resource 
Plan  to  help  address  growing  environmental  health  concerns  in  San  Francisco's  southeast  community, 
home  of  two  power  plants.  The  plan  presents  a  framework  for  assuring  a  reliable,  affordable,  and 
renewable  source  of  energy  for  the  future  of  San  Francisco. 

The  Climate  Action  Plan  for  San  Francisco.  In  February  2002,  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors 
passed  the  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions  Reduction  Resolution  (Number  158-02)  committing  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  to  a  GHG  emissions  reduction  goal  of  20  percent  below  1990  levels  by  the  year 
2012.  In  September  2004,  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  and  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission  published  the  Climate  Action  Plan  for  San  Francisco:  Local  Actions  to  Reduce  Greenhouse 
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Gas  Emissions. 3"  I'he  Climate  Action  Plan  provides  the  context  of  climate  change  in  San  Francisco  and 
examines  strategies  to  jiieet  the  20  percent  greenhouse  gas  reduction  target.  Although  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  has  not  forn^ially  committed  the  City  to  perform  the  actions  addressed  in  the  Plan,  and 
many  of  the  actions  require  further  development  and  commitment  of  resources,  the  Plan  serves  as  a 
blueprint  for  GHG  emission  reductions,  and  several  actions  have  been  implemented  or  are  now  in 
progress. 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency's  Zero  Emissions  2020  Plan.  The  SFMTA's  Zero  Emissions 
2020  plaii  focuses  on  the  purchase  of  cleaner  transit  buses  including  hybrid  diesel-electric  buses.  Under 
this  plan  hybrid  buses  will  replace  the  oldest  diesel  buses,  some  dating  back  to  1988.  The  hybrid  buses 
emit  95  percent  less  particle  matter  (PM,  or  soot)  than  the  buses  they  replace,  the  produce  40%  less 
oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOx),  and  they  reduce  greenhouse  gases  by  30  percent. 

LEED®  Silver  for  Municipal  Buildings.  Tn  2004,  the  City,  amended  Chapter  7  of  the  Environment  code, 
requiring  all  new  municipal  construction  and  major  renovation  projects  to  achieve  LEED®  Silver 
Certification  from  the  US  Green  Building  Council. 

Zero  Waste.  In  2004,  the  City  of  San  Francisco  committed  to  a  goal  of  diverting  75  percent  of  its  waste 
from  landfills  by  2010,  with  the  ultimate  goal  of  zero  waste  by  2020.  San  Francisco  currently  recovers  69 
percent  of  discarded  material. 

Construction  and  Demolition  Debris  Recovery  Ordinance.  In  2006  the  City  of  San  Francisco  adopted 
Ordinance  No.  27-06,  requiring  all  construction  and  demolition  debris  to  be  transported  to  a  registered 
facility  that  can  divert  a  minimum  of  65%  of  the  material  from  landfills.  This  ordinance  applies  to  all 
construction,  demolition  and  remodeling  projects  within  the  City. 

Greenhouse  Gas  Reduction  Ordinance.  In  May  2008,  the  City  of  San  Francisco  adopted  an  ordinance 
amending  the  San  Francisco  Environment  Code  to  establish  City  greenhouse  gas  emission  targets  and 
departmental  action  plans,  to  authorize  the  Department  of  the  Environment  to  coordinate  efforts  to 
meet  these  targets,  and  to  make  environmental  findings.  The  ordinance  establishes  the  following 
greenhouse  gas  emission  reduction  limits  for  San  Francisco  and  the  target  dates  to  achieve  them: 


San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment  and  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission,  Climate  Action 
Plan  for  San  Francisco,  Local  Actions  to  Reduce  Greenhouse  Emissions,  September  2004. 
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•     Determine  1990  City  greenhouse  gas  emissions  by  2008,  the  baseUne  level  with  reference  to 

which  tare,et  reductions  are  set; 
»     Reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions  by  25  percent  below  1990  levels  by  2017; 
»     Reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions  by  40  percent  below  1990  levels  by  2025;  and 
»     Reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions  by  80  percent  below  1990  levels  by  2050. 

The  ordinance  also  specifies  requirements  for  City  departments  to  prepare  departmental  Climate 
Action  Plans  that  assess,  and  report  to  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  GHG  emissions  associated 
with  their  department's  activities  and  activities  regulated  by  them,  and  prepare  recommendations  to 
1  educe  emissions.  As  part  of  this,  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  is  required  to:  (1)  update  and 
amend  the  City's  applicable  General  Plan  elements  to  include  the  emissions  reduction  limits  set  forth  in 
this  ordinance  and  policies  to  achieve  those  targets;  (2)  consider  a  project's  impact  on  the  City's  GHG 
reduction  limits  specified  in  this  ordinance  as  part  of  its  review  under  CEQA;  and  (3)  work  with  other 
City  departments  to  enhance  the  "transit  first"  policy  to  encourage  a  shift  to  sustainable  modes  of 
transportation  thereby  reducing  emissions  and  helping  to  achieve  the  targets  set  forth  by  this 
ordinance. 

Go  Solar  SF.  On  July  1,  2008,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  launched  their 
"GoSolarSF"  program  to  San  Francisco's  businesses  and  residents,  offering  incentives  in  the  form  of  a 
rebate  program  that  could  pay  for  approximately  half  the  cost  of  installation  of  a  solar  power  system, 
and  more  to  those  qualifying  as  low-income  residents. 

City  of  San  Francisco's  Green  Building  Ordinance.  On  August  4,  2008,  Mayor  Gavin  Newsom  signed  into 
law  San  Francisco's  Green  Building  Ordinance  for  newly  constructed  residential  and  commercial 
buildings  and  renovations  to  existing  buildings.  The  ordinance  specifically  requires  newly  constructed 
commercial  buildings  over  5,000  square  feet  (sf),  residential  buildings  over  75  feet  in  height,  and 
renovations  on  buildings  over  25,000  sf  to  be  subject  to  an  unprecedented  level  of  LEED®  and  green 
building  certifications,  which  makes  San  Francisco  the  city  with  the  most  stringent  green  building 
requirements  in  the  nation.  Cumulative  benefits  of  this  ordinance  includes  reducing  CO2  emissions  by 
60,000  tons,  saving  220,000  megawatt  hours  of  power,  saving  100  million  gallons  of  drinking  water, 
reducing  waste  and  storm  water  by  90  million  gallons  of  water,  reducing  construction  and  demolition 
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waste  by  700  million  pounds,  increasing  the  valuations  of  recycled  materials  by  $200  million,  reducing 
automobile  trips  by  540,000,  and  increasing  green  power  generation  by  37,000  megawatt  hours. 31 

The  Green  Building  Ordinance  also  continues  San  Francisco's  efforts  to  reduce  the  City's  greenhouse 
gas  emissions  to  20  percent  below  1990  levels  by  the  year  2012,  a  goal  outlined  in  the  City's  2004 
Climate  Action  I^lan.  In  addition,  by  reducing  San  Francisco's  emissions,  this  ordinance  also  furthers 
the  State's  efforts  to  reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions  statewide  as  mandated  by  the  California  Global 
Warming  Solutions  Act  of  2006. 

The  City  has  also  passed  ordinances  to  reduce  waste  from  retail  and  commercial  operations.  Ordinance 
295-06,  the  Food  Waste  Reduction  Ordinance,  prohibits  the  use  of  polystyrene  foam  disposable  food 
service  ware  and  requires  biodegradable/compostable  or  recyclable  food  service  ware  by  restaurants, 
retail  food  vendors,  City  Departments  and  City  contractors.  Ordinance  81-07,  the  Plastic  Bag 
Reduction  Ordinance,  requires  stores  located  within  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  use 
compostable  plastic,  recyclable  paper  and/or  reusable  checkout  bags. 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  and  Department  of  Building  Inspection  have  also  developed  a 
streamlining  process  for  Solar  Photovoltaic  (PV)  Permits  and  priority  permitting  mechanisms  for 

projects  pursuing  LEED®  Gold  Certification. 

The  City's  Planning  Code  reflects  the  latest  smart  growth  policies  and  includes:  electric  vehicle  refueling 
stations  in  city  parking  garages,  bicycle  storage  facilities  for  commercial  and  office  buildings,  and 
zoning  that  is  supportive  of  high  density  mixed-use  infill  development.  The  City's  more  recent  area 
plans,  such  as  Rincon  Hill  and  the  Market  and  Octavia  Area  Plan,  provide  transit-oriented 
development  policies.  At  the  same  time  there  is  also  a  community-wide  focus  on  ensuring  San 
Francisco's  neighborhoods  as  "livable"  neighborhoods,  including  the  Better  Streets  Plan  that  would 
improve  streetscape  policies  throughout  the  City,  the  Transit  Effectiveness  Plan,  that  aims  to  improve 
transit  service,  and  the  Bicycle  Plan,  all  of  which  promote  alternative  transportation  options.  The  City 
al^o  provides  incentives  to  City  employees  to  use  alternative  commute  modes  and  the  City  recently 
introduced  legislation  that  would  require  almost  all  employers  to  have  comparable  programs. 


Tliesc  findings  are  contained  within  the  final  Green  Building  Ordinance,  signed  by  the  Maj'or  August  4,  2008. 
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Eacli  of  the  policies  and  ordinances  discussed  above  include  measures  that  would  decrease  the  amount 
of  greenhouse  gases  emitted  into  the  atmosphere  and  decrease  San  Francisco's  overall  contribution  to 
climate  change. 

Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions  Impacts.  Although  neither  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District 
(BA  AQMD)  or  any  other  agency  has  adopted  significance  criteria  for  evaluating  a  project's 
contribution  to  climate  change,  the  Office  of  Plamiing  and  Research  (OPR)  has  asked  the  California  Air 
Resources  Board  to  "recommend  a  method  for  setting  thresholds  of  significance  to  encourage 
consistency  and  uniformity  in  the  CEQA  analysis  of  GHG  emissions"  throughout  the  state  because 
OPR  has  recognized  that  "the  global  nature  of  climate  change  warrants  investigation  of  a  statewide 
threshold  for  GHG  emissions."^^  In  the  interim,  on  June  19,  2008  OPR  released  a  Technical  Advisory 
for  addressing  climate  change  through  CEQA  review.  OPR's  technical  advisory  offers  informal 
guidarice  on  the  steps  that  lead  agencies  should  take  to  address  climate  changes  in  their  CEQA 
documents,  in  the  absence  of  statewide  thresholds.  OPR  will  develop,  and  the  California  Resources 
Agency  will  certify  and  adopt  amendments  to  the  CEQA  guidelines  on  or  before  January  1,  2010, 
pursuant  to  Senate  Bill  97. 

The  informal  guidelines  in  OPR's  technical  advisory  provide  the  basis  for  determining  proposed 
project's  contribution  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions  and  the  project's  contribution  to  global  climate 
change.  In  the  absence  of  adopted  statewide  thresholds,  OPR  recommends  the  following  approach  for 
analyzing  greenhouse  gas  emissions: 

1)  Identify  and  quantify  the  project's  greenhouse  gas  emissions; 

2)  Assess  the  significance  of  the  impact  on  climate  change;  and 

3)  If  the  impact  is  found  to  be  significant,  identify  alternatives  and/  or  mitigation  measures  that 
would  reduce  the  impact  to  less  than  significant  levels. 

The  following  analysis  is  based  on  OPR's  recommended  approach  for  determining  a  project's 
contribution  to  and  impact  on  climate  change. 


Governor's  Office  of  Planning  and  Research.  Technical  Advisory-  CEQA  and  Climate  Change:  Addressing  Climate 
Change  to  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  Revieio.  June  19,  2008.  This  document  is  available 
online  at  the  Office  of  Planning  and  Research's  website  at:  www.opr.gov.  Accessed  07/24/2008. 
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Identifijing  and  quantifying  a  project's  greenJiouse  gas  emissions.  OPR's  technical  advisory  states  that  "the 
most  common  GMG  that  results  from  human  activity  is  carbon  dioxide,  followed  by  methane  and 
nitrous  oxide."  State  law  defines  GHG  to  also  include  hydrofluorocarbons,  perfluorocarbons  and  sulfur 
hexafluoride.  These  latter  GHG  compounds  are  usually  emitted  in  industrial  processes,  and  therefore 
not  applicable  to  the  proposed  project,  however,  the  GHG  calculation  does  include  emissions  from 
CO2,  N2O,  and  CH4,  as  recommended  by  OPR.  The  informal  guidelines  also  advise  that  lead  agencies 
should  calculate,  or  estimate,  emissions  from  vehicular  traffic,  energy  consumption,  water  usage  and 
construction  activities.  The  calculation  presented  below  includes  construction  emissions  in  terms  of 
COz^^,  and  annual  COz-eq  GHG  emissions  from  increased  vehicular  traffic,  energy  consumption,  as 
well  as  estimated  GHG  emissions  from  solid  waste  disposal.  While  San  Francisco's  population  and 
businesses  are  expected  to  increase,  overall  projected  water  demand  for  San  Francisco  in  2030  is 
expected  to  decrease  from  current  water  demand  due  to  improvements  in  plumbing  code  requirements 
and  additional  water  conservation  measures  implemented  by  the  San  Francisco  Pubic  Utilities 
Commissiori  (SFPUC).^'^  Given  the  anticipated  degree  of  water  conservation,  GHG  emissions 
associated  with  the  transport  and  treatment  of  water  usage  would  similarly  decrease  through  2030,  and 
therefore  increased  GHG  emissions  from  water  usage  is  not  expected. 

The  project  would  increase  the  activity  onsite  by  developing  35  dwelling  units,  as  well  as  1,200  gsf  of 
commercial  space  at  the  ground  floor.  In  addition,  the  project  would  include  39  off-street  parking 
spaces.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  contribute  to  annual  long-term  increases  in  GHGs  as  a 
result  of  traffic  increases  (mobile  sources)  and  residential  and  commercial  operations  associated  with 
heating,  energy  use,  water  usage  and  wastewater  treatment,  and  solid  waste  disposal  (area  sources). 

Construction  emissions  of  carbon  dioxide  (C02)  were  calculated  based  on  URBEMIS  2007  9.2.4  software. 
Attachment  2  of  the  Office  of  Planning  and  Research's  Technical  Advisoiy-  CEQA  and  Climate  Change:  Addressing 
Climate  Change  to  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  Review,  (June  19,  2008)  lists  and  describes 
modeling  tools  used  to  calculate  greenhouse  gas  emissions.  URBEMIS  is  currently  the  only  tool  identified  that 
has  the  capacity  to  calculate  a  project's  CO2  emissions  from  construction  activities.  It  does  not,  however, 
calculate  emissions  from  NjO  or  CH4,  nor  does  any  other  modeling  tool  currently  available.  However 
emissions  of  these  compounds  would  be  a  fraction  of  the  total  greenhouse  gas  emissions  and  therefore  CO2  is 

'used  as  an  indicator  to  estimate  the  construction-related  emissions  of  the  proposed  project. 

The  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission's  (SFPUC)  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Retail  Water  Demands 
and  Conservation  Potential,  November  2004,  documents  the  current  and  projected  water  demand  given 
population  and  housing  projections  from  Citywide  Planning.  This  document  is  available  at  the  SFPUC's 
website  at:  http://sfwater.org/detail.cfm/MC„ID/13/MSC_ID/165/C_ID/2281.  Accessed  07/28/2008.  The  analysis 
provides  projections  of  future  (2030)  water  demand  given  anticipated  water  conservation  measures  from 
plumbing  code  changes,  measures  the  SFPUC  currentl}'  implements,  and  other  measures  the  SFPUC 
andcipates  on  implemGnting.  Conservation  measures  the  SFPUC  currently  implements  results  in  an  overall 
reduction  of  0.64  million  gallons  of  water  per  day  (mgd). 
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Construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  emit  258  tons  C02-eq.-'^  Direct  project  emissions  of  carbon 
dioxide  equivalents  (C02-eq)  (including  CO2,  NOx,  and  CH4  emissions)  include  96  tons  of  C02-eq/year 
from  transportation,  and  343  tons  of  C02-eq  /year  from  heating,  for  a  total  of  439  tons  of  C02-eq/year  of 
project-emitted  GHGs.  The  project  would  also  indirectly  result  in  GHG  emissions  from  off-site 
electricity  generation  at  power  plants  (approximately  66  tons  of  C02-eq/year)  and  from  anaerobic 
decomposition  of  solid  waste  disposal  at  landfills,  mostly  in  the  form  of  methane  (approximately  2  tons 
of  C02-eq/year),  for  a  GHG  emissions  total  of  approximately  508  tons  of  C02-eq/year.  Annual 
emissions  represent  approximately  0.0005  percent  of  total  Bay  Area  GHGs  emitted  in  2002.^*^ 

Assessing  the  significance  of  the  i?npact  on  climate  change.  The  project's  incremental  increases  in  GHG 
emissions  associated  with  construction,  traffic  increases  and  residential/commercial  heating,  electricity 
use,  and  solid  waste  disposal  would  contribute  to  regional  and  global  increases  in  GHG  emissions  and 
associated  climate  change  effects. 

OPR  encourages  public  agencies  to  adopt  thresholds  of  significance,  but  notes  that  public  agencies  are 
not  required  to  do  so.  Until  a  statewide  threshold  has  been  adopted,  the  Department  analyzes  a 
proposed  project's  contribution  to  climate  change  against  the  following  significance  criteria: 

1)  Does  the  project  conflict  with  the  state  goal  of  reducing  GHG  emissions  in 
California  to  1990  levels  by  2020,  as  set  forth  by  the  timetable  established  in  AB 
32  (California  Global  Warming  Solutions  Act  of  2006),  such  that  the  project's 
GHG  emissions  would  result  in  a  substantial  contribution  to  global  climate 
change? 

2)  Does  the  proposed  project  conflict  with  San  Francisco's  Climate  Action  Plan  such 
that  it  would  impede  implementation  of  the  local  greenliouse  gas  reduction  goals 
established  by  San  Francisco's  Greenhouse  Gas  Reduction  Ordinance? 


Construction  emissions  and  £mnual  emissions  are  not  intended  to  be  additive  as  they  occur  at  different  points  in 
the  project's  lifecycle.  Construction  emissions  are  one-time  emissions  that  occur  prior  to  building  occupancy. 
Annual  emissions  are  incurred  only  after  construction  of  the  proposed  project  and  are  expected  to  occur 
annually  for  the  life  of  the  project. 
^  The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  reported  regional  Bay  Area  GHGs  emissions  in  2002  at 

approximately  85  million  C02-eq  tons.  Bay  Area  2002  GHG  emissions  are  used  as  the  baseline  for  determining 
whether  a  project's  contributions  are  significant  as  tlnese  are  the  most  recent  emissions  inventory  for  the  bay 
area. 
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The  2020  GHG  emissions  limit  for  California,  as  adopted  by  CARB  in  December  of  2007  is 
approximately  427  MMTCO^-eq.  The  proposed  project's  annual  contribution  would  be  less  than  0.001 
percent  of  this  total  2020  emissions  limit,  and  therefore  the  proposed  project  would  not  generate 
sufficient  emissions  of  GHGs  to  contribute  considerably  to  the  cumulative  effects  of  GHG  emissions 
such  that  it  would  impair  the  state's  ability  to  implement  AB32,  nor  would  the  proposed  project 
conflict  with  San  Francisco's  local  actions  to  reduce  GHG  emissions. 

OPR's  guidance  states  that,  "Although  climate  change  is  ultimately  a  cumulative  impact,  not  every 
individual  project  that  emits  GHGs  must  necessarily  be  found  to  contribute  to  a  significant  cumulative 
impact  on  the  environment.  CEQA  authorizes  reliance  on  previously  approved  plans  and  mitigation 
programs  that  have  adequately  analyzed  and  mitigated  GHG  emissions  to  a  less  than  significant  level 
as  a  means  to  avoid  or  substantially  reduce  the  cumulative  impact  of  a  project".  And,  "In  determining 
whether  a  proposed  project's  emissions  are  cumulatively  considerable,  the  lead  agency  must  consider 
the  impact  of  the  project  when  viewed  in  connection  with  the  effects  of  "past,  current  and  probable 
future  projects." 

As  discussed  previously,  San  Francisco  has  been  actively  pursuing  cleaner  energy,  transportation  and 
solid  waste  policies.  In  an  independent  review  of  San  Francisco's  community  wide  emissions  it  was 
reported  that  San  Francisco  has  achieved  a  5%  reduction  in  communitywide  greenhouse  gas  emissions 
below  the  Kyoto  Protocol  1990  baseline  levels.  The  1997  Kyoto  Protocol  sets  a  greenhouse  gas 
reduction  target  of  7%  below  1990  levels  by  2012.  The  "community-wide  inventory"  includes 
greenhouse  gas  emissions  generated  by  San  Francisco  by  residents,  businesses,  and  commuters,  as  well 
as  municipal  operations.  The  inventory  also  includes  emissions  from  both  transportation  sources  and 
from  building  energy  sources. 

Probable  future  greenhouse  gas  reductions  will  be  realized  by  implementation  of  San  Francisco's 
recently  approved  Green  Building  Ordinance.  Additionally,  the  recommendations  outlined  in  the  Draft 
AB  32  Scoping  Plan  will  likely  realize  major  reductions  in  vehicle  emissions. 

Further,  the  State  of  California  Attorney  General's  office  has  compiled  a  list  of  greenliouse  gas 
reduction  measures  that  could  be  applied  to  a  diverse  range  of  projects. Tlie  proposed  project  would 

■^^  State  of  California,  Department  of  Justice,  "The  California  Environmental  Quality  Act:  Addressing  Global 
Warming  Impacts  at  the  Local  Agency  Level."  Updated  3/11/08.  Available  at: 
http://ag.ca.gov/gIobalwarming/pdf/CW  miligation_measures.pdf.  Accessed  04/11/2008. 
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meet  the  intent  of  many  of  the  greenhouse  gas  reduction  measures  identified  by  the  Attorney  General's 
office:  (1)  As  infill  development,  the  project  would  be  constructed  in  an  urban  area  with  good  transit 
access,  reducing  vehicle  trips  and  vehicle  miles  traveled,  and  therefore  the  project's  transportation- 
related  GHG  emissions  would  tend  to  be  less  relative  to  the  same  amount  of  population  and 
employment  growth  elsewhere  in  the  Bay  Area,  where  transit  service  is  generally  less  available  than  in 
the  central  city  of  San  Francisco;-'^  (2)  As  new  construction,  the  proposed  project  would  be  required  to 
meet  California  Energy  Efficiency  Standards  for  Residential  and  Nonresidential  Buildings,  helping  to 
reduce  future  energy  demand  as  well  as  reduce  the  project's  contribution  to  cumulative  regional  GHG 
emissions;  (3)  the  proposed  project  would  also  be  required  to  comply  with  the  Construction 
Demolition  and  Debris  Recovery  Ordinance  (Ordinance  No.  27-06),  requiring  at  least  65%  of  all 
construction  and  demolition  material  to  be  diverted  from  landfills;  and  (4)  the  proposed  project  would 
plant  an  additional  five  street  trees,  regulating  outdoor  temperatures  anci  aiding  in  carbon 
sequestration. 3^ 

Given  that:  (1)  the  proposed  project  would  not  contribute  significantly  to  global  climate  change  such 
that  it  would  impede  the  State's  ability  to  meet  its  greenhouse  gas  reduction  targets  under  AB  32,  or 
impede  San  Francisco's  ability  to  meet  its  greenliouse  gas  reduction  targets  under  the  Greenhouse  Gas 
Reduction  Ordinance;  (2)  San  Francisco  has  implemented  programs  to  reduce  greenhouse  gas 
emissions  specific  to  new  construction  and  renovations  of  residential  and  commercial  developments; 
(3)  San  Francisco's  sustainable  policies  have  resulted  in  the  measured  success  of  reduced  greenhouse 
gas  emissions  levels,  and  (4)  current  and  probable  future  state  and  local  greenhouse  gas  reduction 
measures  will  continue  to  reduce  a  project's  contribution  to  climate  change,  the  proposed  project 
would  not  contribute  significantly,  either  individually  or  cumulatively,  to  global  climate  change. 

Toxic  Air  Contaminants/Roadway  Particulate  Exposure.  The  California  Air  Resources  Board  (GARB) 
established  its  statewide  comprehensive  air  toxics  program  in  the  early  1980s.  CARB  created 
California's  program  in  response  to  the  Toxic  Air  Contaminant  Identification  and  Control  Act  (AB 
1807,  Tanner  1983)  to  reduce  exposure  to  air  toxics.  CARB  identifies  244  substances  as  Toxic  Air 


The  California  Air  Pollution  Control  Officer's,  CEQA  and  Climate  Change  (January  2008)  white  paper  identifies 
infill  development  as  yielding  a  "high"  emissions  reduction  score  (between  3-30%).  Tlnis  paper  is  available 
online  at:  http://www.capcoa.org/ceqa/CAPCOA%20White%20Paper%20- 
%20CEQA%20and%20Climate%20Change.pdf.  Accessed  April  15,  2008. 

Carbon  sequestration  is  the  capture  and  long-term  storage  of  carbon  dioxide  before  it  is  emitted  into  the 

atmosphere. 
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Contaminants  (TACs)  that  are  known  or  suspected  to  be  emitted  in  California  and  have  potential 
adverse  health  effects.  Public  health  research  consistently  demonstrates  that  pollutant  levels  are 
significantly  higher  near  freeways  and  busy  roadways.  Human  health  studies  demonstrate  that 
children  living  within  TOO  to  200  meters  of  freeways  or  busy  roadways  have  poor  lung  function  and 
more  respiratory  disease;  both  chronic  and  acute  health  effects  may  result  from  exposure  to  TACs.  In 
2005,  CARB  issued  guidance  on  preventing  roadway  related  air  quality  conflicts,  suggesting  localities 
"avoid  siting  new  sensitive  land  uses  within  500  feet  of  a  freeway  [or  other]  urban  roads  with  volumes 
of  more  than  100,000  vehicles/day. '"^^  However,  there  are  no  existing  federal  or  state  regulations  to 
protect  sensitive  land  uses  from  roadway  air  pollutants. 

The  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH)  has  issued  guidance  for  the  identification  and 
assessment  of  potential  air  quality  hazards  and  methods  for  assessing  the  associated  health  risks.'*' 
Consistent  with  CARB  guidance,  DPH  has  identified  that  a  potential  public  health  hazard  for  sensitive 
land  uses  exists  when  such  uses  are  located  within  a  150-meter  (approximately  500-foot)  radius  of  any 
boundary  of  a  project  site  that  experiences  100,000  vehicles  per  day.  To  this  end,  San  Francisco  added 
Article  38  of  the  San  Francisco  Health  Code,  approved  November  25,  2008,  which  requires  that,  for  new 
residential  projects  of  10  or  more  units  located  in  proximity  to  high-traffic  roadways,  as  mapped  by 
DPH,  an  Air  Quality  Assessment  be  prepared  to  determine  whether  residents  would  be  exposed  to 
potentially  unhealthful  levels  of  PM25.  Through  air  quality  modeling,  an  assessment  is  conducted  to 
determine  if  the  annual  average  concentration  of  PM2  5  from  the  roadway  sources  would  exceed  a 
concentration  of  0.2  micrograms  per  cubic  meter  (annual  average). jf  this  standard  is  exceeded,  the 


California  Air  Resources  Board,  2005  Air  Quality  and  Land  Use  Handbook:  A  Community  Health  Perspective, 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm,  accessed  September  8,  2008. 

San  Freincisco  Department  of  Public  Health,  Assessment  and  Mitigation  of  Air  Pollutant  Health  Effects  from  Intra- 
urban Roadways:  Guidance  for  Land  Use  Planning  and  Environmental  Review,  May  6,  2008, 

http://dphwww.sfdph.org/phes/publications/Mitigating_Roadway_AQLU_Conflicts.pdf,  accessed  September 
8,  2009. 

According  to  DPH,  this  threshold,  or  action  level,  of  0.2  micrograms  per  cubic  meter  represents  about  8-10 
percent  of  tlie  range  of  ambient  PM2  5  concentrations  in  San  Francisco  based  on  monitoring  data,  and  is  based 
on  epidemiological  research  that  indicates  that  sucli  a  concentration  can  result  in  an  approximately  0.28  percent 
increase  in  non-injury  mortality,  or  an  increased  mortality  at  a  rate  of  approximately  20  "excess  deaths"  per 
year  per  one  million  population  in  San  Francisco.  "Excess  deaths"  (also  referred  to  as  premature  mortality) 
refer  to  deaths  that  occur  sooner  than  otherwise  expected,  absent  the  specific  condition  under  evaluation;  in 
this  case,  exposure  to  PM2  5.  (San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health,  Occupational  and  Environmental 
Health  Section,  Program  on  Health,  Equity,  and  Sustainability,  "Assessment  and  Mitigation  of  Air  Pollutant 
Health  Effects  from  Intra-urban  Roadways:  Guidance  for  Land  Use  Planning  and  Environmental  Review,  May 
6,  2008.  Twenty  excess  deaths  per  million  based  on  San  Francisco's  non-injury,  non-homicide,  non-suicide 
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project  sponsor  must  install  a  filtered  air  supply  system,  with  high-efficiency  filters,  designed  to 
remove  at  least  80  percent  of  ambient  PM25  front  habitable  areas  of  residential  units. 

The  project  site,  at  1080  Sutter  Street  is  located  within  the  Potential  Roadway  Exposure  Zone,  as 
mapped  by  DPH.  Pursuant  to  Article  38  of  the  San  Francisco  Health  Code,  the  project  sponsor  shall 
prepare  an  Air  Quality  Assessment  consistent  with  DPH  guidance.  The  Air  Quality  Assessment  must 
be  submitted  to  the  Director  of  DPH.  Should  the  Air  Quality  Assessment  conclude  that  the  PM2.5 
concentration  at  the  site  is  greater  than  0.2  micrograms  per  cubic  meter,  the  project  shall  be  designed 
and  constructed  such  that  ventilation  systems  remove  at  least  80  percent  of  the  l^M2,i,  pollutants  from 
habitable  areas.  The  project  would  be  required  to  comply  with  Article  38  of  the  San  Francisco  Health 
Code  and  therefore,  the  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant  impact  from  exposure  of  sensitive 
receptors  to  high  concentrations  of  roadway-related  pollutants. 

e.  Odors.  The  project  would  not  result  in  a  perceptible  increase  or  change  in  odors  on  the  project  site 
or  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project,  as  it  would  not  include  uses  prone  to  generation  <jf  odors.  If  the 
commercial  space  were  to  be  used  as  a  restauraiit,  odor  contro'l  would  be  implemented  through  the 
permitting  process  for  the  use.  Observation  indicates  that  surrounding  land  uses  are  not  sources  of 
noticeable  odors,  and  therefore  would  not  adversely  affect  project  residents. 

Cumulative  Air  Quality.  The  proposed  project  would  be  generally  consistent  with  the  General  Plan 
and  air  quality  management  plans  such  as  the  Bai/  Area  2000  Clean  Air  Plan,  and  the  Bay  Area  2005 
Ozone  Strategy.  Additionally,  the  General  Plan,  Planning  Code,  and  the  City  Cliarter  implement  various 
transportation  control  measures  identified  in  the  City's  Transit  First  Program,  bicycle  parking 
regulations,  transit  development  fees,  and  other  actions.  Accordingly,  the  proposed  project  would  not 
contribute  considerably  to  cumulative  air  quality  impacts;  including  potential  climate  change  impacts, 
nor  would  it  interfere  with  implementation  of  the  Bay  Area  2005  Ozone  Strategy  or  2001  Ozone 
Attainment  Plan,  which  are  the  applicable  regional  air  quality  plans  developed  to  improve  air  quality 
towards  attaining  the  state  and  federal  air  quality  standards.  As  such,  operational  characteristics  of  the 
proposed  project  would  not  result  in  cumulatively  considerable  increases  in  regional  air  pollutants. 


mortality  rate  of  approximately  714  per  100,000.  Altlnough  San  Francisco's  population  is  less  than  one  million, 
the  presentation  of  excess  deaths  is  commonly  given  as  a  rate  per  million  population.) 
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8.     WIND  AND  SHADOW—Would  the  project: 

a)  Alter  wind  in  a  manner  that  substantially  affects 
public  areas? 

b)  Create  new  shadow  in  a  manner  that 
substantially  affects  outdoor  recreation  facilities 
or  other  public  areas? 
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a.  Wind.  At  11  stories  and  111  feet  in  height,  the  proposed  building  would  be  taller  than  the  other 
buildings  surrounding  the  project  site,  which  generally  range  from  two  to  eight  stories.  The  buildings 
immediately  adjacent  to  the  site  are  five  and  six  stories  high.  In  some  cases,  buildings  that  extend 
substantially  above  other  surrounding  structures  can  result  in  ground-level  wind  acceleration,  with  the 
magnitude  of  this  effect  controlled  by  the  exposure,  massing,  and  orientation  of  the  structure  in 
question.  The  proposed  project  was  evaluated  by  a  meteorologist  for  its  potential  to  result  in  ground- 
level  wind  acceleration.  The  discussion  below  summarizes  this  evaluation. 

The  prevailing  winds  in  San  Francisco  are  generally  from  the  west  and  northwest.  The  project  site  is 
located  on  a  block  that  slopes  upward  laterally  toward  the  east.  The  block  west  of  the  project  site 
between  Larkin  Street  and  Polk  Street  slopes  downward  laterally  to  the  east.  This  topography,  along 
with  the  existing  buildings  west  of  the  project  site,  serves  to  shelter  the  site  to  some  extent  from 
prevailing  winds.  Any  wind  acceleration  generated  by  the  proposed  project  would  occur  at  the  upper 
floors  of  the  building  and  would  not  affect  pedestrians  at  ground  level. 

The  proposed  roof  deck,  rear  deck,  and  terraces  created  by  setbacks  at  the  seventh  and  eighth  floors 
could  be  subject  to  moderately  accelerated  winds  from  at  least  some  directions  generated  by  the 
proposed  building.  This  effect  would  be  less  than  significant.  However,  to  increase  the  usability  of 
these  required  open  spaces,  the  project  sponsor  should  provide  landscaping  and/or  screening  to  reduce 
the  effects  of  these  project-generated  winds,  as  described  in  Improvement  Measure  I-WS-1  below. 

Improvement  Measure  I-WS-1:  Wind  Screening  on  Project  Open  Spaces.  In  order  to  reduce  the 
potential  for  wind  acceleration  in  the  project's  open  spaces,  landscaping  or  screening  should  be 

^-^  Memorandum  from  Donald  Ballanti,  Certified  Consulting  Meterologist,  to  Sarah  Jones,  Environmental  Planner, 
January  22,  2007.  Tliis  memo  is  on  file  with  the  Planning  Department  at  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400  and  is 
available  for  public  review  by  appointment  as  part  of  the  File  No.  2006.0431E. 
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provided  on  the  roof  deck,  rear  deck,  and  terrace  decks,  preferably  using  porous  materials  rather  than 
a  solid  surface. 

b.  Shadow.  The  proposed  building  would  be  111  feet  in  height.  An  18-foot  elevator  penthouse  is  also 
proposed,  v^hich  is  exempt  from  height  measurement  for  the  purposes  of  determining  compliance  with 
the  height  and  bulk  district,  but  which  is  taken  into  consideration  during  the  analysis  of  potential 
shadow  impacts.  Section  295  of  the  Planning  Code  was  adopted  in  response  to  f-'roposition  K  (passed 
November  1984)  in  order  to  protect  certain  public  open  spaces  from  shadowing  by  new  structures 
during  the  period  between  one  hour  after  svmrise  and  one  hour  before  sunset,  year  round.  Section  295 
restricts  new  shadow  upon  public  spaces  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department 
by  any  structure  exceeding  40  feet  unless  the  City  Planning  Commission  finds  the  impact  to  be 
insignificant.  To  determine  whether  this  project  would  conform  with  Section  295,  a  shadow  fan 
analysis  was  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning.  This  analysis  determ.ined  that  the  project 
shadow  would  not  shade  public  areas  subject  to  Section  295,  including  Sergeant  John  Macauley  Park 
(three  blocks  south  the  of  the  project  site);  Boeddeker  Park  (five  blocks  southeast  of  the  project  site); 
Huntington  Park  (seven  blocks  northeast  of  the  project  site);  and  the  Tenderloin  Children's  Recreation 
Center  (four  blocks  southeast  of  the  project  site)."*"^  Because  of  the  proposed  building  height  and  the 
configuration  of  existing  buildings  in  the  vicinity,  the  net  new  shading  which  would  result  from  the 
project's  construction  would  be  limited  in  scope,  and  would  not  increase  the  total  amount  of  shading 
above  levels  which  are  commion  and  generally  accepted  in  urban  areas.. 


Guy,  Kevin,  San  Francisco  Plaruaing  Department,  email  communication  with  Major  Environmental  Analysis, 
November  3,  2008.  A  copy  of  the  shadow  fan  analysis  is  available  for  review  at  the  Department  of  City 
Planning,  1650  Mission  Street,  as  part  of  case  file  No.  2006.0431E. 
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Topics:  Impact         Incorporated         Impact  Impact  Applicable 

9.     RECREATION-  Would  the  project: 

a)  Increase  the  use  of  existing  neighborhood  and  □  O  ^  d  EH 
regional  parks  or  other  recreational  facilities  such 

that  substantial  physical  deterioration  of  the 
facilities  would  occur  or  be  accelerated? 

b)  Include  recreational  facilities  or  require  the  □  □  D  ^  D 
construction  or  expansion  of  recreational 

facilities  that  might  have  an  adverse  physical 
effect  on  the  environment? 

c)  Physically  degrade  existing  recreational  □  □  D  S  O 
resources? 


a.  -  c.  Parks  and  Recreation.  In  1998,  the  City  of  San  Francisco  initiated  the  Great  Parks  for  a  Great 
City  Assessment  Project  to  determine  the  condition  of  the  park  system  as  well  as  to  determine  future 
needs.  In  August  of  2004,  the  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Department  published  a  Recreation 
Assessment  Report  that  evaluates  the  recreation  needs  of  San  Francisco  residents."^^  Nine  service  area 
maps  were  developed  for  the  Recreation  Assessment  Report.  The  service  area  maps  were  intended  to 
help  Recreation  and  Park  Department  staff  and  key  leadership  assess  where  services  are  offered,  how 
equitable  the  service  delivery  is  across  the  City  and  how  effective  the  service  is  as  it  applies  to 
participating  levels  overlaid  against  the  demographics  of  where  the  service  is  provided.  Parks  and 
recreational  facilities  in  the  area  include  Sergeant  John  Macauley  Park  (three  blocks  south  the  of  the 
project  site);  Tenderloin  Children's  Recreation  Center  (four  blocks  southeast  of  the  project  site);  Hyde 
and  Turk  Mini-Park  (five  blocks  south  of  the  project  site);  Boeddeker  Park  (five  blocks  southeast  of  the 
project  site);  Union  Square  (six  blocks  southeast  of  the  project  site);  Huntington  Park  (seven  blocks 
northeast  of  the  project  site);  and  Lafayette  Park  (10  blocks  northwest  of  the  project  site).  The  addition 
of  81  projected  residents  would  incrementally  increase  the  demand  for  park  and  recreation  services 
and  facilities  in  the  area,  but  not  in  excess  of  the  amounts  provided  for  in  the  project  vicinity. 
Residents  would  likely  use  Sergeant  John  Macauley  Park,  which  includes  landscaped  areas,  seating, 
aad  a  children's  play  structure.  Based  on  overall  current  use  of  that  park,  the  park  would 
accommodate  this  demand.  Residents  could  also  use  other  parks  in  the  vicinity  noted  above. 


San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  Recreation  Assessment  Report,  August  2004.  This  document  is 
on  file  and  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1650  Mission  Street,  4th 
Floor,  and  is  available  online  at  http://www. parks. sfgov.org/site/recpark_index.asp?id=27310. 
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The  proposed  project  would  provide  on-site  open  space  for  passive  recreational  Use  for  project 
residents  through  a  combination  of  a  private  decks  (2,615  sf),  private  balconies,  and  a  common  roof 
deck  (1,400  sf).  The  provision  of  private  and  common  open  space  would  provide  recreation  and 
outdoor  opportunities  on  the  site,  reducing  the  impacts  of  the  project  on  surrounding  recreation  areas. 

With  the  projected  addition  of  81  new  residents  to  the  area,  the  proposed  project  would  not  require  the 
construction  or  expansion  of  offsite  recreation  facilities.  The  increase  in  demand  would  not  be  in 
excess  of  amounts  expected  and  provided  for  in  the  area  and  the  City  as  a  whole.  The  additional  use  of 
the  recreational  facilities  would  be  relatively  minor  compared  with  the  existing  use  and  therefore,  'he 
proposed  project  would  not  result  in  substantial  physical  deterioration  of  existing  recreational 
resources.  The  impact  on  recreational  facilities  would,  therefore,  be  Jess  than  significant. 

Cumulative  Recreation  Facility  Impacts.  Recreation  facility  use  would  also  increase  with  completion 
of  the  1299  Bush  Street  project.  This  project  would  also  provide  common/open  space,  and  would 
provide  recreation  and  community  facilities  on-site  for  residents.  Residents  of  existing  and  plarined 
development  in  the  vicinity  would  use  the  parks  and  recreation  facilities  listed  above.  The  cumulative 
demand  would  not  be  expected  to  increase  use  of  recreation  facilities  such  that  physical  deterioration 
or  degradation  would  not  occur.  Thus,  the  proposed  project  would  not  have  a  significemt  impact  on 
recreation  or  community  facility  resources,  nor  would  the  project  contribute  to  any  significant 
cumulative  impacts  on  recreational  resources. 
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10.    UTILITIES  AND  SERVICE  SYSTEMS— Would 
the  project: 

a)  Exceed  wastewater  treatment  requirements  of  □  □  ^  □  □ 
the  applicable  Regional  Water  Quality  Control 

Board? 

b)  Require  or  result  in  ttie  construction  of  new  water  □  □  □  K  □ 
or  wastewater  treatment  facilities  or  expansion  of 

existing  facilities,  the  construction  of  which  could 
cause  significant  environmental  effects? 

c)  Require  or  result  in  the  construction  of  new  storm  □  □  DSD 
water  drainage  facilities  or  expansion  of  existing 

facilities,  the  construction  of  which  could  cause 
significant  environmental  effects? 
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Topics: 


d)  Have  sufficient  water  supply  available  to  serve 
the  project  from  existing  entitlements  and 
resources,  or  require  nev^^  or  expanded  water 
supply  resources  or  entitlements? 

e)  Result  in  a  determination  by  ttie  wastewater 
treatment  provider  that  would  serve  the  project 
that  it  has  inadequate  capacity  to  serve  the 
project's  projected  demand  in  addition  to  the 
provider's  existing  commitments? 

f)  Be  served  by  a  landfill  with  sufficient  permitted 
capacity  to  accommodate  the  pioject's  solid 
waste  disposal  needs? 

g)  Comply  with  federal,  state,  and  local  statutes  and 
regulations  related  to  solid  waste? 
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The  project  site  is  served  by  existing  utilities  and  public  services  including  wastewater  collection  and 
transfer,  stormwater  drainage,  solid  waste  collection  and  disposal,  police  and  fire  services,  and  power, 
water,  and  communication  facilities.  The  project  would  increase  demand  for  and  use  of  public  services 
and  utilities  on  the  site  and  would  add  to  cumulative  water  and  energy  consumption,  but  not  in  excess 
of  amounts  projected  by  agencies  responsible  for  management  of  those  services  and  utilities. 

a.  -  c.  and  e.  Wastewater/Stormwater.  Project-related  wastewater  and  stormwater  would  flow  to  the 
City's  combined  stormwater  and  sewer  system  and  would  be  treated  to  standards  contained  in  the 
City's  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES)  Permit  for  the  Southeast  Water 
Pollution  Control  Plant  prior  to  discharge  into  the  Bay.  Because  the  NPDES  standards  are  set  and 
regulated  by  the  Bay  Area  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  (RWQCB),  the  project  would  not 
conflict  with  RWQCB  requirements.  The  project  would  not  require  substantial  expansion  of 
wastewater/stormwater  treatment  facilihes  or  an  extension  of  a  sewer  trunk  line  as  the  site  is  currently 
served  by  existing  facilities.  As  no  new  wastewater/stormwater  infrastructure  would  be  required  to 
serve  the  project,  no  significant  impact  would  result  from  the  proposed  new  construction. 

d.  Water  Supply.  All  large-scale  projects  in  California  subject  to  CEQA  are  required  to  obtain  an 
assessment  from  a  regional  or  local  jurisdiction  water  agency  to  determine  the  availability  of  a  long- 
term  water  supply  sufficient  to  satisfy  project-generated  water  demand  under  Senate  Bill  610  and 
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Senate  Bill  221."'^  Under  Senate  Bill  610,  a  Water  Supply  Assessment  (VVSA)  is  required  if  a  proposed 
project  is  subject  to  CEQA  review  in  an  EIR  or  Negative  Declaration  and  is  any  of  the  following:  (J)  a 
residential  developinent  of  more  than  500  dwelling  units;  (2)  a  shopping  center  of  business  employing 
more  than  1,000  persons  or  having  more  than  500,000  sf  of  floor  space;  (3)  a  commercial  office  building 
employing  more  than  1,000  persons  or  having  more  than  250,000  sf  of  floor  space;  (4)  a  hotel  or  motel 
with  more  than  500  rooms;  (5)  an  industrial  or  manufacturing  establishment  hosing  more  than  1,000 
persons  or  having  more  than  650,000  sf  or  40  acres;  (6)  a  mixed-use  project  containing  any  of  the 
foregoing;  or  (7)  any  other  project  that  would  have  a  water  demand  at  least  equal  to  a  500  dwelling  unit 
project.  The  proposed  project  would  not  exceed  any  of  these  thresholds  and  therefore,  would  not  be 
required  to  prepare  a  WSA. 

In  May  2002,  the  SFPUC  adopted  a  resolution  finding  that  the  SFPUC's  Urban  Water  Management  Plan 
(UWMP)  adec[uately  fulfills  the  requirements  of  the  water  assessment  for  water  quality  and 
wastewater  treatment  and  capacity  as  long  as  a  project  is  covered  by  the  demand  projections  identified 
in  the  UWMP,  which  includes  all  known  or  expected  development  projects  and  projected  development 
in  San  Francisco  at  that  time  through  2020.  The  UWMP  uses  growth  projections  prepared  by  the 
Planning  Department  and  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG)  to  estimate  future  water 
dem.and.  As  discussed  under  Topic  3,  Population  and  Fiousing,  p.  24,  the  project  would  be  within  the 
projected  population  growth  for  San  Francisco.  Therefore,  the  project  would  not  exceed  the  UWMP's 
water  supply  projections.  Therefore,  the  project  would  not  exceed  the  UWMP's  water  supply 
projections. 

The  proposed  project  would  require  water  connections  per  the  SFPUC.  The  proposed  project  would 
use  existing  wastewater  and  storm  drainage  infrastructure  unless  the  SFPUC  recommends  changes  to 
the  size  and  design  of  this  infrastructure.  No  additional  construction  of  water  supply  infrastructxire 
would  be  required  to  serve  this  project. 

The  proposed  project,  with  an  estimated  81  residents,  would  consume  an  additional  5,022  gallons  of 
water  per  day."^^  Although  the  proposed  project  would  incrementally  increase  the  demand  for  water  in 


California  Department  of  Water  Resources  (2003).  Guidebook  for  Implementation  of  Senate  Bill  610  and  Senate 
Bill  221  of  2001.  Available  at  www.owue.water.ca.gov/Guidebook_101003.pdf.  Accessed  on  July  2,  2008. 
Based  on  current  residential  use  in  San  Francisco  of  62  gallons  per  capita  per  day  (SFPUC,  2005  Urban  Water 
Management  Plan  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  December  2005,  p.  40.  Available  for  viewing  at 
www.sfwater.org,  accessed  for  this  report  on  April  14,  2009. 
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San  Francisco,  the  estimated  increase  would  be  accommodated  within  the  City's  anticipated  water  use 
and  supply  projections.  The  new  building  would  be  designed  to  incorporate  water-conserving 
measures,  such  as  low-flush  toilets  and  urinals,  as  required  by  the  California  State  Building  Code  Section 
402.0(c).  Since  the  proposed  water  demand  could  be  accommodated  by  existing  and  planned  water 
supply  anticipated  under  the  SFPUC's  2005  Urban  Water  Management  Plan  and  would  include  water 
conservation  devices,  it  would  not  result  in  a  substantial  increase  in  water  use  and  could  be  served 
from  existing  water  supply  entitlements  and  resources.  Considering  all  of  the  above,  the  proposed 
project  would  result  in  less-than-significant  project-specific  and  cumulative  water  supply  impacts. 

f.  Solid  Waste.  Solid  waste  generated  in  San  Francisco  is  transported  to  and  disposed  of  at  the 
Altamont  Landfill.  The  landfill  has  a  permitted  peak  maximum  daily  disposal  of  11,150  tons  per  day 
and  is  currently  operating  at  approximately  4,000  to  5,000  tons  per  day.  The  landfill  has  an  annual 
solid  waste  capacity  of  2,226,500  tons  from  the  City  of  San  Francisco.  However,  the  City  is  well  below 
its  allowed  capacity,  generating  approximately  550,000  tons  of  solid  waste  in  2005. 

Recycling,  composting,  and  waste  reduction  efforts  are  expected  to  increasingly  divert  waste  froiri  the 
landfill.  The  City  Board  of  Supervisors  adopted  a  plan  in  2002  to  recycle  75  percent  of  annual  wastes 
generated  by  2010.  The  project's  residents  and  retail  occupants  would  be  expected  to  participate  in  the 
City's  recycling  and  composting  programs  and  other  efforts  to  reduce  the  solid  waste  disposal  stream. 
Tine  Altamont  Landfill  is  expected  to  remain  operational  for  20  or  more  years,  and  has  current  plans  to 
increase  capacity  by  adding  250  additional  acres  of  fill  area.  With  the  City's  increase  in  recycling 
efforts  and  the  Altamont  Landfill  expansion,  the  City's  solid  waste  disposal  demand  could  be  met 
through  at  least  2026.  Given  the  existing  and  anticipated  increase  in  solid  waste  recycling  and  the 
proposed  landfill  expansion  in  size  and  capacity,  the  impacts  on  solid  waste  facilities  from  the  project 
would  be  less  than  significant. 

Cumulative  Utilities  and  Service  Systems  Impacts.  Cumulative  development  in  the  project  area, 
including  the  1299  Bush  Street  project,  would  increase  demand  on  utilities  and  service  systems.  Given 
that  existing  service  management  plans  address  anticipated  growth  in  the  region  however,  the  project 
would  not  have  a  significant  cumulative  effect  on  utility  service  provision  or  facilities. 
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Less  Than 
Significant 

Potentially  with  Less  Than 

Significant        Mitigation         Significant  No  Not 

Topics:  Impact         Incorporation         Impact  Impact  Applicable 

1 1 .    PUBLIC  SERVICES—  Would  the  project: 

a)     Result  in  substantial  adverse  physical  impacts  □  □  D  EI  □ 

associated  with  the  provision  of,  or  the  need  for, 
new  or  physically  altered  governmental  facilities, 
the  construction  of  which  could  cause  significant 
environmental  impacts,  in  order  to  maintain 
acceptable  service  ratios,  response  times,  or 
other  performance  objectives  for  any  public 
sen/ices  such  as  fire  protection,  police 
protection,  schools,  parks,  or  other  services? 


a.  Police  Protection  Services.  Development  of  the  project  would  bring  new  residential  and  retail  uses 
to  the  project  area.  This  increased  intensity  of  uses  could  potentially  increase  the  service  calls  to  the 
San  Francisco  Police  Department  (SFPD)  and  could  require  increased  crime  prevention  activities  and 
additiijnal  pcjlicing  of  the  project  area.  The  project  site  is  in  the  Central  Metro  jurisdiction  of  the  SFPD. 
I'he  r.losest  police  station  is  the  Tenderloin  Station  at  301  Eddy  Street,  approximately  0.7  mile  from  the 
pixiject  site.^'*^  No  new  stations  are  proposed  in  the  project  vicinity;  hovv'ever,  the  SFPD  has  sufficient 
resources  to  accommodate  a  project  of  this  size.  Given  the  scale  of  the  proposed  project,  it  would  not 
necessitate  the  construction  of  a  new  police  station.  Overall,  the  project  would  have  a  less-than- 
significant  impact  on  police  protection  services. 

fire  Protection  Services.  The  project  would  increase  the  demand  for  fire  protection  services  within  the 
project  area.  The  project  area  is  served  by  Stations  3  and  41  of  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department 
(SFFD).  Traffic  delays  and  added  call  volume  may  result  for  the  SFFD,  due  to  cumulative  development 
in  the  project  area;  however,  the  SFFD  is  able  to  minimize  potential  impacts  by  shifting  primary 
resportse  duties  to  other  nearby  fire  stations.  By  replacing  the  existing  parking  lot  with  more  intense 
retail/residential  uses  on  site,  the  number  of  calls  for  services  from  the  project  site  would  be  expected  to 
increase.  However,  the  increases  would  be  incremental,  funded  largely  through  project-related 
increases  to  the  City's  tax  base,  and  would  not  likely  be  substantial  in  light  of  the  existing  demand  and 
capacity  for  fire  suppression  and  emergency  medical  services  in  the  City. 

The  project  would  be  required  to  comply  with  all  regulations  of  the  2001  California  Fire  Code,  which 
establishes  requirements  pertaining  to  fire  protection  systems,  including  the  provision  of  state- 

"^^San  Francisco  Police  Department  website:  http://w^^w.sfgov.o^g/site/police_index.asp?id=47784.  Accessed  April 
10,  2009. 
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mandated  smoke  alarms,  fire  extinguishers,  appropriate  building  access,  and  emergency  response 
notification  systems.  In  addition,  occupants  of  the  proposed  building  would  contribute  to  congestion  if 
an  emergency  evacuation  of  the  area  were  required.  Section  12.202(e)(1)  of  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Code 
requires  that  all  owners  of  high-rise  buildings  (over  75  feet)  "shall  establish  or  cause  to  be  established 
procedures  to  be  followed  in  case  of  fire  or  other  emergencies.  All  such  procedures  shall  be  reviewed 
and  approved  by  the  chief  of  division."  Project  construction  would  be  required  to  conform  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Building  and  Fire  Codes,  which  require  additional  life  safety  protections  for  high-rise 
buildings.  The  project  would  comply  with  those  provisions.  The  proposed  project  would  also  not 
create  the  need  for  new  fire  protection  facilities  that  would  result  in  impacts  to  the  physical 
environment.  Overall,  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  less-than-significant  impacts  related  to  fire 
protection  services. 

Schools.  The  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  (SFUSD)  provides  school  services  to  the  project 
area.  Currently,  the  SFUSD  schools  nearest  the  project  site  include  Redding  Elementary  (grades  K 
through  five).  Spring  Valley  Elementary  School  (grades  K  through  five),  and  Tenderloin  Community 
School  (grades  K  through  five).  There  are  numerous  schools  at  all  levels  within  two  miles  of  the  project 
site.  The  SFUSD  is  under  capacity;  in  the  last  decade  enrollment  declined  by  about  nine  percent. 
District-wide  enrollment  is  projected  to  continue  its  decline,  approximately  seven  percent  between 
2007  and  2015.'*'^  Overall,  the  project  is  not  expected  to  contribute  to  the  need  for  new  school  facilities, 
and  would  result  in  less-than-significant  impacts  to  the  physical  environment. 

Community  Facilities.  The  addition  of  residents  from  the  project  would  increase  the  demand  for 
libraries,  community  centers,  and  other  public  facilities.  The  San  Francisco  Public  Library  Main  Branch 
at  100  Larkin  Street  is  about  10  blocks  south  of  the  site.  Existing  facilities  would  be  sufficient  to  meet 
local  demand  generated  by  the  project. 

A  variety  of  community  centers/facilities  are  available  in  the  project  vicinity.  The  Community  Service 
Directory  on  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  website  lists  72  community  organizations  in  the 
Downtown/Civic  Center  neighborhood. These  organizations  include:  arts  facilities  and  performance 


San  Francisco  Unified  School  District,  Capital  Plan  FY  2007-2017,  August  2007.  Available  at 
http://portal.sfusd.edu/data/facilities/CAPITAL_PLAN_100107.pdf,  accessed  on  April  14,  2009. 
San  Francisco  Public  Library,  San  Francisco  Community  Services  Directory.  Available  online  at 
http://sflibl.sfpl.org:83/search~S0/?searclntype=X&seard-iarg=94109&SORT==R&extended=0&SUBMIT=Search&se 
archlimits=&searchorigarg=X94103+or+94107+or+s%3Asouth  Accessed  on  April  14,  2009. 
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spaces,  public  gardens,  youth  and  family  centers,  health  services,  employment  offices,  legal  services, 
language  and  cultural  centers,  housing  offices,  programs  for  the  elderly,  crime  prevention  groups, 
museums,  and  other  community  organizations.  Demand  for  various  community  services  generated  by 
the  project  would  be  distributed  to  various  community  organizations.  Due  to  these  factors,  library 
services,  community  centers,  and  other  public  facilities  would  have  less-than-significant  impacts 
related  to  the  project. 

Cumulative  Public  Services  Impacts.  Cumulative  development  m  the  project  area,  including  the 
approved  1299  Bush  Street  project,  would  incrementally  increase  demand  for  public  services,  but  not 
beyond  levels  anticipated  and  plaixned  for  by  public  service  providers.  Thus,  project-related  impacts  to 
public  services  would  not  be  cumulatively  considerable. 


Topics: 


12.   BIOLOGICAL  RESOURCES— 
Wouid  the  project: 

a)  Have  a  substantial  adverse  effect,  either  directly 
or  through  habitat  modifications,  on  any  species 
identified  as  a  candidate,  sensitive,  or  special- 
status  species  in  local  or  regional  plans,  policies, 
or  regulations,  or  by  the  California  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game  or  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service? 

b)  Have  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  any  riparian 
habitat  or  other  sensitive  natural  community 
identified  in  local  or  regional  plans,  policies, 
regulations  or  by  the  California  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game  or  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service? 

c)  Have  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  federally 
protected  wetlands  as  defined  by  Section  404  of 
the  Clean  Water  Act  (including,  but  not  limited  to, 
marsh,  vernal  pool,  coastal,  etc.)  through  direct 
removal,  filling,  hydrological  interruption,  or  other 
means? 

d)  Interfere  substantially  with  the  movement  of  any 
native  resident  or  migratory  fish  or  wildlife 
species  or  with  established  native  resident  or 
migratory  wildlife  corridors,  or  impede  the  use  of 
native  wildlife  nursery  sites? 

e)  Conflict  with  any  local  policies  or  ordinances 
protecting  biological  resources,  such  as  a  tree 
preservation  policy  or  ordinance? 
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Less  Than 
Significant 

Potentially  with  Less  Than 

Significant         Mitigation         Significant  No  Not 

Topics:  Impact         Incorporation         Impact  Impact  Applicable 

f)     Conflict  with  the  provisions  of  an  adopted  Habitat  □  □  D  D  13 

Conservation  Plan,  Natural  Community 
Conservation  Plan,  or  other  approved  local, 
regional,  or  state  habitat  conservation  plan? 


a.  -  e.  Habitat  and  Wildlife.  The  project  site  and  the  majority  of  area  around  the  project  site  are 
covered  with  structures  and  other  impermeable  surfaces.  The  ground  surface  of  the  project  site  is 
completely  covered  with  the  existing  concrete  parking  lot.  A  review  of  the  California  Natural  Diversity 
Database  indicates  that  no  rare,  threatened  or  endangered  species  are  known  to  exist  in  the  project 
vicinity,  and  the  project  site  does  not  support  or  provide  habitat  for  any  rare  or  endangered  plant  or 
aiiimal  species.  No  riparian  habitat,  sensitive  natural  communities,  or  wetlands  exist  on  or  near  the 
site.  No  other  important  biological  resources  exist  on  or  near  the  site.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no 
project-related  impacts  to  sensitive  habitat. 

Because  there  is  no  existing  structure  on  the  project  site,  construction  of  the  proposed  building  could 
result  in  some  change  in  sunlight  exposure  for  the  rear  yards  of  other  properties  on  the  same  block  as 
the  project  site.  Such  changes  could  be  undesirable  for  those  individuals  affected  by  the  proposed 
building.  However,  these  rear  yard  areas  do  not  provide  habitat  that  supports  any  special  status 
wildlife  species  or  plant  communities.  Fully-developed  blocks  with  buildings  constructed  to  the  side 
property  lines  are  common  in  a  dense  urban  setting  such  as  San  Francisco.  Given  the  conditions 
present  on  the  project  site  and  in  the  project  vicinit}^,  the  project  would  not  be  expected  to  interfere 
with  wildlife  movement  or  impede  the  use  of  any  wildlife  nursery  sites.  While  this  change  in 
conditions  for  vegetation  might  be  of  concern  to  affected  property  owners  or  tenants,  it  would  not  be 
considered  significant  pursuant  to  CEQA.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  project-related  impacts  to 
sensitive  wildlife. 

e.  Trees.  There  is  one  street  tree  in  the  sidewalk  frontage  of  the  project  site.  The  15-foot-tall  tree  is  a 
common  street  tree,  most  likely  a  Brisbane  Box  {Lophostemon  confertus).  There  are  no  trees  within  the 
parking  lot  and  no  special-status  bird  species  are  known  to  nest  in  the  area.  The  proposed  project 
would  remove  the  existing  street  tree  and  replace  it  with  five  new  trees.  The  proposed  project  would 
not  conflict  with  any  local  policies  or  ordinances  protecting  biological  resources,  such  as  a  tree 
preservation  policy  or  ordinance. 
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f.  Habitat  Plan.  No  Habitat  Conservation  Plan  or  other  approved  conservation  program  is  applicable 
to  the  project  site.  No  matxire  trees  are  located  on  the  project  site.  There  is  one  street  tree  adjacent  to 
the  project  site,  and  the  project  sponsor  proposes  to  add  street  trees  as  part  of  the  proposed  project. 


Cumulative  Biological  Resources  Impacts.  As  described  above,  the  project  site  does  not  contain 
biological  resources,  and  the  project  would  have  no  impact.  Subsequently,  cumulative  development  in 
the  project  vicinity  would  not  combine  with  the  project  to  impact  biological  resources.  Thus,  the 
proposed  project  imd  other  projects  in  the  area,  such  as  1299  Bush  Street,  would  iiot  have  a  significant 
cumulative  impact  on  biological  resources. 


Less  Than 
Significant 

Potentially  with  Less  Than 

Significant         Mitigation         Significant  No  Not 

Topics:  Impact         Incorporated  Impact  Impact  Applicable 

13.   GEOLOGY  AND  SOILS— 
Would  the  project: 


a)     Expose  people  or  structures  to  potential 

substantial  adverse  etfects,  including  the  risk  of 
loss,  injury,  or  death  involving: 


i)      Rupture  of  a  known  earthquake  fault,  as 
delineated  on  the  most  recent  Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake  Fault  Zoning  Map  issued  by  the 
State  Geologist  for  the  area  or  based  on 
other  substantial  evidence  of  a  known  fault? 
(Refer  to  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology 
Special  Publication  42.) 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

ii)     Strong  seismic  ground  shaking? 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

iii)    Seismic-related  ground  failure,  including 
liquefaction? 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

iv)  Landslides? 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

b) 

Result  in  substantial  soil  erosion  or  the  loss  of 
topsoil? 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

c) 

Be  located  on  geologic  unit  or  soil  that  is 
unstable,  or  that  would  become  unstable  as  a 
result  of  the  project,  and  potentially  result  in  on- 
or  off-site  landslide,  lateral  spreading, 
subsidence,  liquefaction,  or  collapse? 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

d) 

Be  located  on  expansive  soil,  as  defined  in 
Table  18-1-B  of  the  Uniform  Building  Code, 
creating  substantial  risks  to  life  or  property? 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

e) 

Have  soils  incapable  of  adequately  supporting 
the  use  of  septic  tanks  or  alternative  wastewater 
disposal  systems  where  sewers  are  not  available 
for  the  disposal  of  wastewater? 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

El 

f) 

Change  substantially  the  topography  or  any 
unique  geologic  or  physical  features  of  the  site? 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 
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I  he  project  site  is  not  located  on  expansive  soil  and  septic  tans  and/or  alternative  waste  vv'ater  disposal 
systems  would  not  be  required.  As  such,  topic  13d  and  e  are  not  discussed  in  detail  below. 

a.  -  c.  Seismic  and  Geologic  Hazards.  Tlie  San  Francisco  General  Plan  Community  Safety  Element 
contains  maps  that  show  areas  of  the  City  subject  to  geologic  hazards.  These  maps  indicate  that  the 
project  site  is  located  in  an  area  subject  to  nonstructural  damage  ground  shaking  front  earthquakes 
along  the  San  Andreas  (Map  2)  and  Northern  Hayward  (Map  3)  Faults,  and  other  faults  in  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area.  The  project  site  is  not  located  in  an  area  of  liquefaction  potential  (Map  4),  or  a 
Seismic  Hazards  Study  Zone  (SHSZ)  designated  by  the  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology.  The 
project  site  is  within  a  mapped  area  of  potential  landslide  hazard  (Map  5). 

A  geotecknical  report  was  prepared  for  the  proposed  project  by  Frank  Lee  &  Associates  Geotechnical 
Consultants.-^^  The  report  found  low  potential  for  fault  rupture,  liquefaction,  lateral  spreading,  or 
landslides  at  the  project  site.  Soils  on  the  project  site  are  comprised  of  sandy  to  silty  clay  and  clayey 
medium  sand;  no  groundwater  was  encountered  in  the  borings,  conducted  to  a  depth  of  25  feet. 
Foundations  on  the  site  could  be  subject  to  post-construction  settlement  of  up  to  one  inch.  Like  all  of 
San  Francisco,  the  project  site  could  be  subject  to  strong  groundshaking  during  an  earthquake.  The 
geotechnical  report  concluded  that  geologic  hazards  or  geologic  constraints  are  typical  of  the  area  and 
would  not  limit  construction  of  the  proposed  project. 

Erosion.  Because  the  project  sponsor  is  required  to  implement  construction  Best  Management 
Practices  listed  on  the  Stormwater  Pollution  Prevention  Program  "Checklist  for  Construction 
Requirements,"  implementation  of  erosion  and  sedimentation  control  measures,  as  required  by  the 
City  and/or  resources  agencies,  would  minimize  short-term  construction-related  erosion  impacts  to 
less-  than-sign  if  i  cant. 

The  proposed  project  would  be  required  to  conform  to  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code,  which  ensures 
the  safety  of  all  new  construction  in  the  City.  Decisions  about  appropriate  foundation  design  and 
whether  additional  background  studies  are  required  would  be  considered  as  part  of  the  Department  of 
Building  Inspection  (DBI)  review  process.  Background  information  provided  to  DBI  would  provide  for 
the  security  and  stability  of  adjoining  properties  as  well  as  the  subject  property  during  construction. 

Frank  Lee  &  Associates,  Soil  and  Foundation  Investigation,  1080  Sutter  Street,  San  Francisco,  California,  January 
16,  2007.  Tliis  document  is  on  file  and  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department, 
1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  as  part  of  Case  File  No.  2006.0431  E. 
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Therefore,  potential  damage  to  structures  from  geologic  hazards  on  the  project  site  would  be  addressed 
through  the  DBI  requirement  for  a  geotechnical  report  and  review  of  the  building  permit  application 
pursuant  to  its  implementation  of  the  Building  Code.  Any  changes  incorporated  into  the  foundation 
design  required  to  meet  the  Building  Code  standards  that  are  identified  as  a  result  of  the  DBI  review 
process  would  constitute  minor  modifications  of  the  project  and  would  not  require  additional 
environmental  analysis.  In  light  of  the  above,  the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant 
effect  related  to  seismic  and  geologic  hazards. 

f.  Topography.  The  project  site  is  located  on  a  block  that  slopes  upward  laterally  toward  the  east.  The 
block  west  of  the  project  site  between  Larkin  Street  and  Polk  Street  slopes  downward  laterally  to  the 
east.  The  project  site  is  generally  flat  and  has  no  unique  topography.  The  proposed  project  would 
have  no  impact  with  respect  to  topographical  features  of  the  site. 

Cumulative  Geologic  and  Soil  Impacts.  Geology  impacts  are  generally  site-specific  and  do  not  have 
cumulative  effects  with  other  projects.  Cumulative  development,  including  the  1299  Bush  Street 
project,  would  be  subject  to  the  same  design  review  and  safety  measures  as  the  proposed  project. 
These  measures  would  render  the  geologic  effects  of  cumulative  project  to  less-than-significant  levels. 
Thus,  the  project  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  on  geological  or  soil  resources,  nor  would  the 
project  contribute  to  any  significant  cumulative  effects  on  geology  or  soils. 
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Topics:   Impact         Incorporation         Impact  Impact  Applicable 

14.    HYDROLOGY  AND  WATER  QUALITY— 
Would  the  project: 

a)  Violate  any  water  quality  standards  or  waste  □  □  Q  ^  □ 
discharge  requirements? 

b)  Substantially  deplete  groundwater  supplies  or  □  □  D  ^  □ 
interfere  substantially  with  groundwater  recharge 

such  that  there  would  be  a  net  deficit  in  aquifer 
volunne  or  a  lowering  of  the  local  groundwater 
table  level  (e.g.,  the  production  rate  of  pre- 
existing nearby  wells  would  drop  to  a  level  which 
would  not  support  existing  land  uses  or  planned 
uses  for  which  permits  have  been  granted)? 

c)  Substantially  alter  the  existing  drainage  pattern  □  □  □  13  □ 
of  the  site  or  area,  including  through  the 

alteration  of  the  course  of  a  stream  or  river,  in  a 
manner  that  would  result  in  substantial  erosion  of 
siltation  on-  or  off-site? 


Case  No.  2006.0431  E 


75 


1080  Sutter  Street 


Topics: 


d)  Substantially  alter  the  existing  drainage  pattern  of 
the  site  or  area,  including  through  the  alteration  of 
the  course  of  a  stream  or  river,  or  substantially 
increase  the  rate  or  amount  of  surface  runoff  in  a 
manner  that  would  result  in  flooding  on-  or  off- 
site? 

e)  Create  or  contribute  runoff  water  which  would 
exceed  the  capacity  of  existing  or  planned 
storniwater  drainage  systems  or  provide 
substantial  additional  sources  of  polluted  runoff? 

f)  Otherwise  substantially  degrade  water  quality? 

g)  Place  housing  within  a  100-year  flood  hazard 
area  as  mapped  on  a  federal  Flood  Hazard 
Boundary  or  Flood  Insurance  Rate  Map  or  other 
authoritative  flood  hazard  delineation  map? 

h)  Place  within  a  100-year  flood  hazard  area 
structures  that  would  impede  or  redirect  flood 
flows? 

i)  Expose  people  or  structures  to  a  significant  risk 
of  loss,  injury  or  death  involving  flooding, 
including  flooding  as  a  result  of  the  failure  of  a 
levee  or  dam? 

j)      Expose  people  or  structures  to  a  significant  risk 
of  loss,  injury  or  death  involving  inundation  by 
seiche,  tsunami,  or  mudflow? 
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The  project  site  is  not  located  within  a  100-year  flood  hazard  area.  As  such,  topics  14g  and  h  are  not 
discussed  in  detail  below. 

a.,  b.,  and  f.  Water  Quality.  During  site  analysis,  groundwater  was  not  encountered  in  borings  to  a 
depth  of  25  feet,  which  is  about  two  feet  below  the  proposed  maximum  excavation  depth  for  the 
project.  Any  groundwater  that  is  encountered  during  construction  of  the  proposed  project  is  subject  to 
the  requirements  of  the  City's  Industrial  Waste  Ordinance  (Ordinance  Number  199  77),  requiring  that 
groundwater  meet  specified  water  quality  standards  before  it  may  be  discharged  into  the  sewer 
system.  Therefore,  groundwater  resources  would  not  be  substantially  degraded  or  depleted,  and  the 
project  would  not  substantially  interfere  with  groundwater  recharge. 


Any  exposure  of  soil  during  site  preparation  would  occur  below  street  grade,  and  since  the  project  site 
is  relatively  level,  there  would  be  low  potential  for  flooding,  erosion,  or  siltation  resulting  from  the 
project.  Therefore  the  project  would  not  substantially  degrade  the  public  water  supply  or  groundwater 
quality,  or  cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion,  or  siltation. 


Case  No.  2006.0431  E 


76 


1 080  Sutter  Street 


c.  -  e.  Drainage.    The  project  would  replace  a  surface  parking  lot  with  a  residential  and  retail 
development  on  site.  Due  to  the  presence  of  the  existing  surface  parking  lot,  the  project  site  is 
currently  impervious.  The  project  would  not  reduce  impervious  area  on  the  site.  Thus,  the  proposed 
project  would  not  adversely  affect  drainage. 

g.  -  i.  Flood  Hazard.  The  site  is  not  within  a  flood  hazard  area  as  mapped  on  federal  Flood  Hazard 
Boundary  or  Flood  Insurance  Rate  Maps.  The  site  is  not  subject  to  flooding  by  failure  of  a  levee  or 
dam.  Thus,  the  project  would  have  no  impacts  regarding  flood  hazards. 

j.  Seiche,  Tsunami,  Mudflow.  The  site  is  not  on  the  San  Francisco  20-foot  Tsunami  Runup  Map; 
therefore,  no  significant  tsunami  hazard  exists  at  the  site.  A  seiche  is  an  oscillation  of  a  water  body, 
such  as  a  bay,  which  may  cause  local  flooding.  A  seiche  could  occur  on  the  Sail  Francisco  Bay  due  to 
seismic  or  atmospheric  activity.  However,  based  on  the  historical  record,  seiches  are  rare  and  there  is 
no  significant  seiche  hazard  at  the  site.  There  is  no  mudslide  hazard  at  the  project  site  because  the  site 
and  vicinity  are  fully-developed  with  no  erosion-prone  slopes.  Thus,  there  would  be  no  project-related 
significant  impact  from  seiche,  tsunami  or  mudflow  hazard. 

Cumulative  Hydrology  Impacts.  The  proposed  project  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  on  water 
quality  standards,  groundwater,  drainage,  or  runoff  and  thus  would  not  contribute  considerably  to 
cumulative  impacts  in  these  areas.  Similarly,  the  project  would  reduce  impervious  surfaces  and 
therefore  would  not  contribute  considerably  to  any  potential  cumulative  stormwater  impacts.  Flood 
and  ijiundation  hazards  are  site-specific;  thus,  the  proposed  project  would  have  no  cumulatively 
considerable  impacts.  However,  cumiulative  development  in  the  project  area  (including  the  1299  Bush 
Street  project),  in  combination  with  the  proposed  project,  could  result  in  intensified  uses  and  a 
cumulative  increase  in  wastewater  generation.  Tlie  SFPUC,  which  provides  wastewater  treatment  in 
the  City,  has  accounted  for  such  growth  in  its  service  projections.  Tlius,  the  project  would  not 
contribute  to  any  cumulatively  considerable  impacts  on  hydrology  or  water  quality. 
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Topics: 


15.    HAZARDS  AND  HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS 
Would  the  project: 

a)  Create  a  significant  hazard  to  the  public  or  the 
environment  through  the  routine  transport,  use, 
or  disposal  of  hazardous  materials? 

b)  Create  a  significant  hazard  to  the  public  or  the 
environment  through  reasonably  foreseeable 
upset  and  accident  conditions  involving  the 
release  of  hazardous  materials  into  the 
environment? 

c)  Emit  hazardous  emissions  or  handle  hazardous 
or  acutely  hazardous  materials,  substances,  or 
w/aste  within  one-quarter  mile  of  an  existing  or 
proposed  school? 

d)  Be  located  on  a  site  which  is  included  on  a  list  of 
hazardous  materials  sites  compiled  pursuant  to 
Government  Code  Section  65962.5  and,  as  a 
result,  would  it  create  a  significant  hazard  lo  the 
public  or  the  environment? 

e)  For  a  project  located  within  an  airport  land  use 
plan  or,  where  such  a  plan  has  not  been 
adopted,  within  two  miles  of  a  public  airport  or 
public  use  airport,  would  the  project  result  in  a 
safety  hazard  for  people  residing  or  working  in 
the  project  area? 

f)  For  a  project  within  the  vicinity  of  a  private 
airstrip,  would  the  project  result  in  a  safety 
hazard  for  people  residing  or  working  in  the 
project  area? 

g)  Impair  implementation  of  or  physically  interfere 
with  an  adopted  emergency  response  plan  or 
emergency  evacuation  plan? 

h)  Expose  people  or  structures  to  a  significant  risk 
of  loss,  injury  or  death  involving  fires? 
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The  project  site  is  not  located  witlTin  an  airport  land  use  plan  area  or  in  the  vicinity  of  a  public  or 
private  airstrip  not  is  it  v^'ithin  one-quarter  mile  of  a  school.  As  such.  Topics  15c,  15e,  and  15f  are  not 
discussed  in  detail  below. 

a.  tiazardous  Materials  Use.  The  project  would  involve  the  development  of  35  residential  units  with 
associated  retail  use  and  open  space,  which  would  result  in  the  use  of  relatively  small  quantities  of 
hazardous  materials  for  routine  purj^oses.  The  development  would  likely  handle  common  types  of 
hazardous  materials,  such  as  cleaners  and  disinfectants.  These  products  are  labeled  to  inform  users  of 
potenli.il  risks  and  to  instruct  them  in  appropriate  handling  procedures.  Most  of  these  materials  are 
consumed  through  use,  resulting  in  relatively  lilllc  waste.  Businesses  are  required  by  law  to  ensure 
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employee  safety  by  identifying  hazardous  materials  in  the  workplace,  providing  safety  information  to 
workers  who  handle  hazardous  materials,  and  adequately  training  workers.  For  these  reasons, 
hazardous  materials  used  during  project  operation  would  not  pose  any  substantial  public  health  or 
safety  hazards  related  to  hazardous  materials.  Thus,  there  would  be  less-than-significant  impacts 
related  to  hazardous  materials  use,  with  development  of  the  proposed  project. 

b.  and  d.  Hazardous  Materials  Sites  List.  The  project  site  is  currently  used  as  a  20-space  surface 
parking  lot.  There  are  no  existing  structures  on  the  site  with  the  exception  of  a  small  shelier  for  use  by 
the  parking  lot  operator.  The  site  is  not  included  on  the  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  list  of 
hazardous  material  sites  in  San  Francisco.  According  to  historical  Sanborn  maps,  the  project  site 
contained  various  one-  and  two-story  buildings  and  a  coal  and  wood  yard  in  the  years  prior  (o  the  1906 
earthquake  and  fire,  but  has  been  undeveloped  since  that  time.^-^  Therefore,  there  are  no  potential 
hazards  that  would  result  from  current  or  past  uses  on  the  site. 

The  geotechnical  report  prepared  for  the  proposed  project^^  indicated  that  no  groundwater  was 
encountered  to  a  depth  of  25  feet  below  grade  level.  Any  hazardous  materials  generated  by  uses 
surrounding  the  project  site  would  have  the  most  potential  to  affect  the  proposed  project  through  the 
movement  of  hazardous  materials  to  the  site  via  groundwater.  The  maximum  proposed  excavation  for 
the  project  is  23  feet,  which  would  be  above  the  groundwater  level.  Therefore,  if  hazardous  materials 
from  offsite  uses  were  present  in  the  groundwater,  there  would  be  minimal  potential  for  such  materials 
to  affect  the  proposed  project. 

The  Maher  Ordinance  is  a  San  Francisco  ordinance  that  requires  certain  environmental  actions  for 
various  sites,  primarily  those  "Bayward  of  the  high-tide  line."  The  project  site  is  not  within  the  limits 
of  the  ordinance. 

g.  and  h.  Fire  Safety  and  Emergency  Access.  San  Francisco  ensures  fire  safety  and  emergency 
accessibility  within  new  and  existing  developments  through  provisions  of  its  Building  and  Fire  Codes. 
The  project  would  conform  to  these  standards,  which  may  include  development  of  an  emergency 
procedure  manual  and  an  exit  drill  plan  for  the  proposed  development.  Potential  fire  hazards 


Accessed  at  http://sanborn.umi.com.ezproxy.sfpl.org/ca/813/dateid-000030.hhn  on  April  19,  2007. 
Frank  Lee  &  Associate.s,  Soil  and  Foundation  Investigation,  1080  Sutter  Street,  San  Francisco,  California,  January 
16,  2007.  Tliis  document  is  on  file  and  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department, 
1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  as  part  of  Case  File  No.  2006.0431E. 
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(including  those  associated  with  hydrant  water  pressure  and  blocking  of  emergency  access  points) 
would  be  addressed  during  the  permit  review  process.  Conformance  with  these  standards  would 
ensure  appropriate  life  safely  protections  for  the  residential  structures.  Consequently,  the  project 
would  not  have  a  significai\t  impact  on  fire  hazards  r\or  interfere  with  emergency  access  plans. 

Cumulative  Hazards  Impacts,  hnpacts  from  hazards  are  generally  site-specific,  and  typically  do  not 
result  in  cumulative  impacts.  Any  hazards  at  the  site  of  the  1299  Bush  Street  project  would  be  subject 
to  the  same  safety  requirements  discussed  for  the  proposed  project  above,  which  would  reduce  any 
hazard  effects  to  less-than-significant  levels.  Overall,  the  project  would  not  contribute  to  cumulatively 
considerable  significant  effects  related  to  hazards  and  hazardous  materials. 


Topics: 


16.    MINERAL  AND  ENERGY  RESOURCES— 
Would  ttie  project: 

a)  Result  in  the  loss  of  availal:)llity  of  a  known 
mineral  resource  that  would  be  of  value  to  the 
region  and  the  residents  of  the  state? 

b)  Result  in  the  loss  of  availability  of  a  locally- 
important  mineral  resource  recovery  site 
delineated  on  a  local  General  Plan,  specific  plan 
or  other  land  use  plan? 

c)  Encourage  activities  which  result  in  the  use  of 
large  amounts  of  fuel,  water,  or  energy,  or  use 
these  in  a  wasteful  manner? 
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All  land  in  San  Francisco,  including  the  project  site,  is  designated  Mineral  Resource  Zone  4  (MRZ-4)  by 
the  CDMG  under  the  Surface  Mining  and  Reclamation  Act  of  1975  (CDMG,  Open  File  Report  96-03  and 
Special  Report  146  Parts  I  and  II).  This  designation  indicates  that  there  is  not  adequate  information 
available  for  assignment  to  any  other  VIRZ  and  thus  the  site  is  not  a  designated  area  of  significant 
mineral  deposits.  How^ever,  since  the  project  site  is  already  developed,  future  evaluation  or 
designation  of  the  site  would  not  affect  or  be  affected  by  the  project.  There  are  no  operational  mineral 
resource  recovery  sites  in  the  project  vicinity  whose  operations  or  accessibility  would  be  affected  by  the 
construction  or  operation  of  the  project. 
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a.  and  b.  Mineral  Resources.  No  known  mineral  deposits  exist  at  the  project  site.  'ITius,  the  project 
would  not  result  in  the  loss  of  availability  of  a  locally-  or  regionally-important  mineral  resource.  The 
project  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  on  mineral  resources. 

c.  Energy.  The  project  would  meet  current  state  and  local  codes  concerning  energy  consumption, 
including  Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulation  enforced  by  the  DBI.  Other  than  natural  gas 
and  coal  fuel  used  to  generate  the  electricity  for  the  project,  the  project  would  not  have  a  substantial 
effect  on  the  use,  extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural  resource. 

San  Francisco's  2002  Electricity  Resource  Plan  discusses  sources  for  electricity  and  projected  citywide 
demand.^^  The  Pacific  Gas  &  Electricity  peak  load  forecast  is  approximately  1,200  megawatts,  while 
the  available  capacity  is  over  1,700  megawatts.  The  City  plans  to  reduce  consumption  by  107 
megawatts  by  2012  through  various  energy  efficiency  strategies.  Any  new  developments,  including 
the  project,  would  be  expected  to  conform  to  new  City  policies  designed  to  reduce  energy 
consumption.  While  the  project  would  increase  new  demand  for  electricity  services,  the  project- 
generated  demand  for  electricity  would  be  negligible  in  the  context  of  the  overall  consumer  demand  in 
San  Francisco  and  the  state.  Therefore,  the  project  would  not,  in  and  of  itself,  generate  a  significant 
demand  for  energy  and  a  major  expansion  of  power  facilities.  For  this  reason,  the  project  would  not 
cause  a  wasteful  use  of  energy  and  would  not  have  a  significant  effect  on  natural  resources. 

Cumulative  Mineral  and  Energy  Resources  Impacts.  As  described  above,  no  known  minerals  exist  at 
the  project  site,  and  therefore  the  project  would  not  contribute  to  any  cumulative  impact  on  mineral 
resources.  San  Francisco  consumers  have  recently  experienced  rising  energy  costs  and  uncertainties 
regarding  the  supply  of  electricity.  The  root  causes  of  these  conditions  are  under  investigation  and  are 
the  subject  of  much  debate.  Part  of  the  problem  may  be  that  the  state  does  not  generate  sufficient 
energy  to  meet  its  demand  and  must  import  energy  from  outside  sources.  Another  part  of  the  problem 
may  be  the  lack  of  cost  controls  as  a  result  of  deregulation.  The  CEC  is  currently  considering 
applications  for  the  development  of  new  power-generating  facilities  in  San  Francisco,  the  Bay  Area, 
and  elsewhere  in  the  state.  These  facilities  could  supply  additional  energy  to  the  power  supply  "grid" 
within  the  next  few  years.  These  efforts,  together  with  conservation,  will  be  part  of  the  statewide  effort 
to  achieve  energy  sufficiency.  The  project-generated  demand  for  electricity  would  be  negligible  in  the 


San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  and  San  Francisco  Department  of  the  Environment,  Tlie  Electricity  Resource  Plan, 
2002.  Available  at:  http://sfwater.org/detail.cfm/MC_ID/12/MSC_ID/138/  MTO_ID239/C_ID/1346.  Accessed  on  July  8,  2008. 
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context  of  overall  demand  within  San  Francisco  and  the  State,  and  would  not  in  and  of  itself  require  a 
major  expansion  of  power  facilities.  Therefore,  the  energy  demand  associated  with  the  project  would 
not  result  in  a  significant  physical  environmental  effect  or  contribute  to  a  cumulative  impact.  Overall, 
the  project  would  not  have  cumulatively  considerable  impacts  related  to  mineral  and  energy  resources. 
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17.   AGRICULTURE  RESOURCES 

In  determining  whether  impacts  to  agricultural  resources  are  significant  environmental  eft'ects,  lead  agencies  may  refer  to 
the  California  Agricultural  Land  Evaluation  and  Site  Assessment  Model  (1997)  prepared  by  the  California  Department  of 
Consen/ation  as  an  optional  model  to  use  in  assessing  impacts  on  agriculture  and  farmland. 
Would  the  project: 

a)  Convert  Prime  Farmland,  Unique  Farmland,  or  □  □  □  □  S 
Farmland  of  Statewide  Importance,  as  shown  on 

the  maps  prepared  pursuant  to  the  Farmland 
Mapping  and  Monitoring  Program  of  the 
California  Resources  Agency,  to  non-agricultural 
use? 

b)  Conflict  with  existing  zoning  for  agricultural  use,  □  □  □  D  13 
or  a  Williamson  Act  contract? 

c)  Involve  other  changes  in  the  existing  □  □  □  □  ^ 
environment  which,  due  to  their  location  or 

nature,  could  result  in  conversion  of  Farmland  of 
Statewide  Importance,  to  non-agricultural  use? 


a.  -  c.  Agricultural  Use.  The  project  site  is  located  within  an  urbanized  area  of  San  Francisco.  The 
California  Department  of  Conservation's  Farmland  Mapping  and  Monitoring  Program  identifies  the 
site  as  "Urban  and  Built-up  Land"  (Department  of  Conservation,  2002).  Because  the  site  does  not 
contain  agricultural  uses  and  is  not  zoned  for  such  uses,  the  proposed  project  would  not  convert  any 
prime  farmland,  unique  farmland,  or  Farmland  of  Statewide  Importance  to  non-agricultural  use,  and  it 
would  not  conflict  with  existing  zoning  for  agricultural  land  use  or  a  Williamson  Act  contract,  nor 
would  it  involve  any  changes  to  the  environment  that  could  result  in  the  conversion  of  farmland. 

Cumulative  Agriculture  Impacts.  As  described  above,  the  project  would  not  have  impacts  related  to 
agriculture  resources;  therefore,  the  project  would  not  contribute  to  any  cumulative  considerable 
impacts  on  agricultural  resources. 
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Topics: 


18.   MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE— 
Would  the  project: 

a)  Have  the  potential  to  degrade  the  quality  of  the 
environment,  substantially  reduce  the  habitat  of  a 
fish  or  wildlife  species,  cause  a  fish  or  wildlife 
population  to  drop  below  self-sustaining  levels, 
threaten  to  eliminate  a  plant  or  animal 
community,  reduce  the  number  or  restrict  the 
range  of  a  rare  or  endangered  plant  or  animal,  or 
eliminate  important  examples  of  the  major 
periods  of  California  history  or  prehistory'? 

b)  Have  impacts  that  would  be  individually  limited, 
but  cumulatively  considerable?  ("Cumulatively 
considerable"  means  that  the  incremental  effects 
of  a  project  are  considerable  when  viewed  in 
connection  with  the  effects  of  past  projects,  the 
effects  of  other  current  projects,  and  the  effects 
of  probable  future  projects.) 

c)  Have  environmental  effects  that  would  cause 
substantial  adverse  effects  on  human  beings, 
either  directly  or  indirectly? 


Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 


□ 


Less  Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
Incorporation 


Less  Than 
Significant 
Impact 


□ 


No 
Impact 


Not 
Applicable 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


a.  -  c.  Potential  Impacts.  As  discussed  in  the  above  text,  the  project  is  anticipated  to  have  only  less- 
;han-significant  impacts  in  the  areas  discussed.  The  foregoing  analysis  indentifies  potentially 
significant  impacts  to  archeological  resources,  which  would  be  mitigated  though  implementation  of 
Mitigation  Measure  M-CP-1,  described  on  p.  29. 
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F.  DETERMINATION 


On  Ihe  basis  of  this  initial  study: 

I    I      1  find  that  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and 
a  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

^      I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment, 
there  will  not  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case  because  revisions  in  the  project  have  been 
made  by  or  agreed  to  by  the  project  proponent.  A  MITIGATED  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION 
will  be  prepared. 

0  1  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  an 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 

1  I      I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  "potentially  significant  impact"  or  "potentially 

significant  unless  mitigated"  impact  on  the  environment,  but  at  least  one  effect  1)  has  been 
adec]uately  analyzed  in  an  earlier  docnment  pursuant  to  applicable  legal  standards,  and  2)  has 
been  addressed  by  mitigation  measures  based  on  the  earlier  analysis  as  described  on  attached 
sheets.  An  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required,  but  it  must  analyze  only  the 
effects  that  remain  to  be  addressed. 

I    I      I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment, 

because  all  potentially  significant  effects  (a)  have  been  analyzed  adequately  in  an  earlier  EIR  or 
NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  pursuant  to  applicable  standards,  and  (b)  have  been  avoided  or 
mitigated  pursuant  to  that  earlier  EIR  or  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION,  including  revisions  or 
mitigation  measures  that  are  imposed  upon  the  proposed  project,  no  further  environmental 
documentation  is  required. 


Bill  Wycko 


Environmental  Review  Officer 


for 


jolin  Rahaim 
Director  of  Planning 
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G.     INITIAL  STUDY  AUTHORS  AND  PROJECT  SPONSOR  TEAM 


INITIAL  STUDY  AUTHORS 

Plaruiing  Department,  City  and  Count)^  of  Sail  Francisco 

Major  Environmental  Analysis 

1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Environmental  Review  Officer:  Bill  Wycko 
Senior  Environmental  Planner:  Sarah  Jones 
Enviromnental  Planner:  Andrea  Contreras 

PROJECT  SPONSOR  TEAM 

Reuben  &  Jmiius,  LLP 
One  Bush  Street,  Suite  600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

David  Silverman,  Attorney 

JS  SuUivan  Development 
1699  Valencia  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Sean  Sullivan,  Project  Manager 

Leavitt  Architecture,  Inc. 

1327  Mason  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Michael  Leavitt,  Project  Architect 
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